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Kerala Gazette No. 34 dated 24th August 1976. 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 


PUBLIC SERVICES - EQUIVALENCY OF ARMY TRADE CERTIFICATE 
EXAMINATION IN TYPEWRITING WITH K.G.T.E. (ENGLISH ) 

TYPEWRITING (LOWER )-ORDERS ISSUED 


E 


PUBLIN (RULES) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. (M8) No. 272 /76 /PD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 7th August 1976 , 


Read :-1. Letter No. C2-230 /76 dated 9-1-1976 from the Director of 

Technical Education . 
2 . Letter No. AII (5 ) 18827 /76 /GW dated 15-7-1976 from the 

Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission, 
Trivandrum . 


ORDER 


The Government direct, in consultation with the Kerala Public Service 
Commission, that the Army Trade Certificate Examination in Typewriting 
( English ) with a speed of 35 words per minute be considered as equivalent 
to K.G.T.E., English Typewriting (Lower ) for purposes of appointment to 
Public Services in the State , 


By order of the Governor, 

C. RANGASWAMY, 

Under Secretary 


G. 1610 


[P.r.o.) 
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The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission, (with C.L.) 
The Director of Technical Education . 
All Heads of Departments and Offices . 
All Departments of the Secretariat (all sections). 
The Registrar, University of Kerala , Trivandrum (with C.L.) 
The Registrar, University of Calicut, Calicut (with C.L.) 
The Registrar,University of Cochin , Cochin (with C.L.) 
The Registrar, High Court Ernakulam (with C.L.) 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam (with C.L ) 
The Registrar, Kerala Agricultural University, Trichur (with C.L. ) 
The General Manager, Kerala State Road Transport Corporation 

Trivandrum (with C.L.) 
The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board , Trivandrum (with C. L.) 
The Accountant General, Trivandrum 
All Secretaries, Additional Secretaries, Joint Secretaries, Deputy 

Secretaries and Under Secretaries to Government. 
The Secretary to Governor . 
The Private Secretaries to the ChiefMinister and other Ministers . 
The Public Services --B) Department. 
The Public Services - G ) Department. 
The Stenographer to the Chief Secretary/ Additional Chief Secretary. 


. 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 928/ 76 /LBR . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 8th July 1976 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute between 
Sri M. P. Panicker, S. K. V. Estate, Daiyapura H. (O.) Pacha and Major 
N. Bhaskara Panicker, General Manager S. K. V. Estate, Daivapura , Pacha, 
received by Government on 5-7-1976 is hereby published , under section 17 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947- (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. P. MATHULLA , 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court at Quilon 
Dated this the 30th day of June , 1976 

Present : 
SHRI P.J. CHERIAN B. A., B. L. 
Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 96/72 

Between 
M. P. Panicker, 
S. K. V. Estate, 

Complainant 
Daivapura P. O., Pacha. 

And 
Major N. Bhaskara Panicker, 
General Manager, 

Opposite Party 
S. K. V. Estate, Daivapura P. O., 
Pacha . 

AWARD 
This proceeding arises out of a complaint filed by one Shri M. P. 
Panicker, a workman of the S. K. V. Estate, Daivapura , Pacha , against 
his employer Major N. Bhaskara Panicker, under Section 33A of the Indus 
trial Disputes.Act, 1947 alleging contravention of the provisions of Section 
33 of the said Act during the pendency of I. D. 89/68 pending before this 
Court wherein his wage revision and other benefits were under adjudication . 
His case is that while the said dispute was pending fadjudication by this 
Court he was compelled to take leave for 22 days ; but on the expiry of the 

GA . 183 / B 
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leave he wa not allowed to rejoin duty as he was telegraphically advised not 
to proceed to the estate , but to stay at home where his salary would be sent 
to him from time to time. Thereafter an enquiry was conducted against him 
on some bogus charges. Though he participated in the enquiry, no findings 
of the enquiry officer were ever communicated to him . The employer con 
tinued to pay his salary till the end of April , 1972. It has, however , come 
to the notice of the complainant that the employer has shown a tendency to 
character ise his exclusion from employment as a case of suspension pending 
enquiry for misconduct ; but the fact is that he has never been suspended 
from service . The action of the employer in keeping him out of his employ 
ment and in not paying his wages from May, 1972, amounts to alteration 
of the conditions of his service to his prejudice as envisaged by Section 33 (1) 
(a ) of the I. D. Act. The workman therefore prays that the complaint may 
be adjudicated upon and an award passed under Section 33A of the afore 
said Act directing the employer to reinstate him in service with all attendant 
benefits. 

2. The employer contendsthat the complaint is not maintainable under 
Section 33A as the service conditions of the workman have not been altered 
in any way to his prejudice. His pay was regularly sent to his home address . 
The arrears alleged in the complaint were sent through messenger to his 
home, but the amount could not be delivered owing to his absence. Actually 
the complainant was kept under suspension pending enquiry into misconduct 
of unauthorised sale of rubber seeds and misappropriation of the sale pro 
ceeds. He took leave on his own accord but not due to any compulsion on 
the part of the employer as alleged. He was not allowed to resume duty 
after the expiry of the leave for the reason that his assumption of duty was 
thought to be not in the best interest of the estate . In the enquiry he was 
found guilty of the misconduct and a notice asking him to show cause why 
he should not be discharged from service was not accepted by him . Á 
second notice was also refused . Thematter is pending at that stage. Thus 
it is seen that the employer has not altered the service conditions of the 
complainant in any way so as to attract the provisions of Section 33A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. The employer , therefore, prays that the com- . 
plaint be dismissed with costs . 

3. The complaint stood posted for trial to 3-2-1976 . On that day the 
learned counsel appearing for the complainant submitted that the complaint 
was not pressed since the complainant had been reinstated in service. In 
view of the submission , the complaint has to be dismissed. 

I the result, I pass an award dismissing the complaint as not pressed . 
It shall be forwarded to the Government as enjoined by Section 33A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

P. J. CHERIAN , 
Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 952 /76/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 13th July 1976 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of the North Malabar Dist ict Co -operative 
Supply and Marketing Society Ltd., Kozhik de and their wo kmen 
rep esented by the No th Malabar District Co -operative Supply and Market 
ing Socie y Employees Association , Calicut received by Government on 
12-7-1976 is hereby publi hed under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 

P. P. MATHULLA , 

Dy. Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Kerala State , Kozhikode 
Dated this the 5th day of July, 1976 

Present : 
SHRI A.R. SREENIVASAN , B.A., B.L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 16/76 (OLD No. I.D. 106/68) 

Belween 
TheManagement of the North Malabar District Co-operativo 
Supply and Marketing Society Ltd., Kozh.kode 

And 
The North Malabar District Co- operative Supply and Marketing 

Society Employees Association , Calicut 
Representations : 
Shri C. Achutha Menon , 

For the Management. 
Advocate, Calicut. 


For the Union 


Shri P.M. Padmanabhan , 

Advocate, Calicut. 
GA . 169/B 
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Shri Sankara Warier was not having the prescribed qualifications, the 
General Body has given him exemption about which a resolution was passed 
already . Regarding this dispute, there was a conciliation proccedings 
before the District Labour Officer, but all those attempts failed . Therefore , 
the Union stated that Shri Sankara Warier ought to have been appointed as 
Secretary with effect from 1-5-1965 . 

3. As regards Shri K. V. Krishnan Nair, the Union stated that he was 
a Clerk in the Society and subsequently he was promoted as an Inspector. In 
that post he was working at the time when the counter was filed . On 
19-7-1966 , one Shri A. P. Govindan and Shri P. M. Mukundan were pro 
moted and posted as Manager, Head Office , Calicut and Manager, Telli 
cherry Branch , respectively . These persons were promoted as Inspectors 
only in 1960. Therefore, according to the Union, Shri Krish : an Nair 
ought to have been posted as a Manager. Further Shri Krishnan Nair was 
asked to work as Godown Superintendent at Tellicherry while one Shri 
P. Balan , a junior most Inspector was asked to work as Manager in Telli 
cherry Branch . Sri Balan , it is stated , is about 9 years junior to Shri 
Krishnan Nair. The action of the management, according to the Union , is 
in gross disregard of conditions of service. Dispute also was a subject 
matter of a conciliation work by the District Labour Officer, but that 
attempt also failed . Therefore, the Union wanted ShriKrishnan Nair to be 
promoted asManager in place of the present incumbent. 

4 . The management filed a long counter statement in which all the 
allegations mentioned by the Union were contraverted . The management 
stated that as regards posting of Shri Ramakrishnan as Secretary that it is 
not open to be questioned by Shri Sankara Warier. According to the 
management, that is barred by acquiescence and estoppel. The manage 
ment further stated that appointment of Shri Ramakrishnan as Secreary is 
not a subject matter of reference. According to the management, the 
contentions of Shri Sankara Warier are all without any substance. 

5. As regards Shri Krishnan Nair it was stated that M /s. Govindan Nair 
and Mukundan were better qualified than Shri Krishnan Nair . The mana 
gement contended that post ofManager is one of selection within the entire 
discretion of the management. Themanagement considered the names of 
Shri Krishnan Nair , Kunhiraman , Govindan Nair and Mukundan for the 
appointment as Managers and selected M /s. Govindan Nair and Mukundan . 
That selection , according to the management, cannot be questioned by Shri 
Krishnan Nair. The confidential reports regarding Shri Krishnan Nair 
showed that he was unfit for the post of a Manager . It was stated that the 
claim of Shri Krishnan Nair 

undation , 
6. The Union filed a very long rejoinder statement reiterating the con 
tentions raised by the Union . The Union prayed to order promotion of 
Shri Sankra Warier to the post of Secretary with effect from 1-5-1965 and 
promotion of Shri Krishnan Nair as Manager in the place of the present 
incumbent. 


without any 
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7. As I have already stated, even though both sides appeared and filed 
there very long statements before this Court, they were never getting ready 
for evidence . In the Kozhikode Labour Court, they appearei first on 
24-1-1976 and took time for evidence till 14-2-1976 . On 14-2-1976 both 
sides were not ready and thematter was posted to 29-3-1976 . On 29-3-1976 . 
both sides were not ready again and it was posted as a last chance to 
7-5-1976 . On 7-5-1976 , both sides were not ready and, therefore, the Court 
posted it to 4-6-1976 and stated that no further time will be given in any 
event. On 4-6-1976 ) both sides and the counsel were absent. Therefore , 
the Court took this for a ward . 

8. The matter in dispute arose some time in 1965. Now we have come 
to 1976. Probably by elapse of tme, the parties have lost entire interest in this 
matter. That perhaos is the reason why none of the parties are appearing 
before this Court. The Union has got the onus to prove that the grievances 
of the Union against the action of the management is correct, that onus is 
not discharged . Therefore , now the Court has no other go but to say that 
the management s action which is challenged by the Union has to stand as 
Union has not adduced any evidence to show that it is not correct. Hence 
the reference has only to be dismissed . The action of the management has 
only to be confirmed . 

9. In result, the management s action is confirmed and the reference is 
rejected . 

10. This award will come into effect 30 days after its publication in the 


official gazette . 


Dictated to the Stenographer, taken and transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected by me on the 5th day of July , 1976 . 


A. R. SREENIVASAN , 
Presiding Officer, 


Kerala Gazette No. 34 dated 24th August 1976 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 976 /76/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 17th July 1976 . 
The award of the Labour Court Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of Commonwealth Trust Lid., P. B. No. 5, 
Calicut I and their workmen represented by the Puthiyara Commonwealth 
Tile Workers Union , Calicut-4 . received by Government on 16-7-1976 is 
hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 

P. P. MATHULLA , 

Dy. Secretary 
In the Labour Court, Kerala State, Kozhikode 
Dated this the 13th day of July , 1976 . 

Present 
SHRI A. R. SREENIVASAN , B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 18/76 (OLD NO. ID . 39/69) 

Between 
TheManagement of Commonwealth Trust Ltd., P.B.No. 5., Calicut-1. 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the Puthiyara 

Commonwealth Tile Workers Union , Calicut- 4 . 
Representations: 
Shri M.Ramachandran , 
Advocate . 

For the Management 
Shri K. Bhaskaran Nair, 
Advocate, Calicut. 

For the Union 
GA . 177 /B 
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AWARD 


1. This was referred to the Quilon Labour Court by the Government 
of Kerala under Section 10 (1 ) (c) of the Industrial Disputes Act. The 
reference was made as per G. O. Rt. No. 376 /69/ LSWD dated 26-2-1968. 
In that reference the Government stated that they are of the opinion that an 
industrial dispute exists between the management of the Commonwealth 
Trust Ltd., P. B. No. 5 , Calicut- 1 , on one hand and the workmen of the 
above concern represented by the Puthiyara Commonwealth Tile workers 
Union , Calicut- 4 , on the other hand, as regards dismissal of Shri C. 
Velayudhan from service . The Quilon Labour Court took the reference 
under file and numbered it as I. D. 39/69. After the formation of the 
Kozhikode Labour Court, the Government transferred it to the Kozhikode 
Labour Court, from where it was renumhered as I. D. 18/76 . 

2. When notices were issued , both sides appeared and filed long 
pleadings. But we are not now concerned with those pleadings, as on 
10-7-1976, when this matter was taken up , both sides filed a memorandum 
of settlement. It was signed by both the parties as well also the counsel 
appearing for them . That memorandum of settlement is given as an 
annexure to this award . In view of that memorandum of settlement 
accepted by both sides, following award is passed in this matter : 

(i) Shri C. Velayudhan willbe paid a sum of Rs. 2,000 (Rupees 
Two thousand ) only by the management. 

(ii) On payment of that amount, the Union and the worker will 
not have any claim monetary or otherwise against themanagement. 

(iii). The amount of Rs. 2,000 ( Rupees two thousand ) only will be 
paid on or before 15-7-1976 . 

3. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Stenographer, taken and transcribed by him , revised 
and corrected by me on the 13th day of July , 1976 . 

A.R. SREENIVASAN , 

Presiding Officer, 

Labour Court, Kozhikode 
ANNEXURE 
In the Labour Court, Quilon 
I. D. No. 39 of 1969 

Between 
The Management of the Commonwealth Tile Factory, Puthiyara , Calicut, 

And 
The Puthiyara Commonwealth Tile Workers Union , Calicut. 
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MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT 


Terms of Settlement: 
1. The parties agree that the management shall pay Shri C. 

Velayudhan in settlement of all his claims against the Company a 
sum of Rs. 2000 (Rupees Two thousand ) only and thereon , the 
Union and the worker shall not have any claim monetary or 

otherwise against the company. 
2 . It is agreed that the payment shall be made on or before 15th of 

July , 1976 . 
3. The parties agree that the settlement shall be filed before the Court 

for incorporation in the Award . 
Dated this the 10th July , 1976 . 
For the Management: 
1 . Shri M. K.Ummerkoya , Manager , 
Personnel Department, 

(Sd .) 
2. Shri M.Ramachandran, Advocate. 

(Sd .) 
For the Union : 
1. Shri C. Velayudhan . 

(Sd.) 
2. Shri K. Bhaskaran Nair , Advocate . 

( Sd.) 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 956 /76 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 13th July 1976 . 
The award of the Labour Court Kozhikode in respert of the dispute 
between the Management of N. V. Motor Service, East Nadakkavu 
Cal cut-6 and their workmen represented by the Malabar Motor Workers 
Union , D. C. C Office, Kozhikode received by Government on 12-7-1976 is 
hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( Central Act XIV of 1947) .. 

By order of the Governor , 

P. P. MATHULLA, 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Kerala State , Kozhikode 
Dated this the 5th day of July, 1976 

Present: 
SHRI A. R. SREENIVASAN , B. A., B. L , 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 23176 ( I, D. 109/69) 

Between 
The Management of N. V. Mo:or Service, East Nadakkavu , Calicut-6 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the Malabar 

Motor Workers Union , D. C. C. Office, Kozhikode. 
Representations: 
For the Management 

Nil 
Shri Krishnankutty, 

For the Union 
Advocate, Kozhikode 
GA . 173 / B . 
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AWARD 
1. This industrial dispute was referred to the Quilon Labour Courtby 
the Government as per G. O. Rt. No. 1458 /69/ LSWD dated 15-7-1969. 
In that the Government stated that they are of the opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the management of the N. V. Motor Service, East 
Nadakkave , Calicut-6 , on one hand and the workmen of the above concern 
represented by the Malabar Motor Workers Union , D. C. C. Office, 
Calicut, on the other hand , as regards dismissal of Shri. K. Sanni a driver . 
The Quilon Labour Court received the reference and numbered it as 
I. D. 109/69. Later when the Kozhikode Labour Court was formed , the 
Government transferred it to the Kozhikode Labour Court. From here it 
was renumbered as I. D. 23/76 . 

2. From Kozhikode Labour Court notices were issued to both sides 
Since after receipt of notices both sides were not preseat, the court took it 
for a ward on 17-4-1976 . That award was passed on 4-5-1976 and the 
Court had sent the award to the Government for publication in the official 
Gazette. Meanwhile the wo ker put in M P. 56176 to set aside the ex parie 
award 

That was actually filed on 17-4-1976 long before the award was 
passed but I find from records that an order was passed in that petition 
only on 1-6-1976 . The ex parte award was then set aside. The industrial 
dispute was then posted and disposal notices were issued to both sides. 
Meanwhile in the Kerala Gazette No. 23 dated 8-6-1976 , the award passed 
by the Court on 4-5-1976 was published . That publication will be of no 
use as the award has been already set aside on 1-6.1976 . So after hearing 
the worker on 1-7-1976 , 1 am passing this revised fresh award . The 
management was absent even after a fres i disposal notice was sent to the 
management after the first award was set aside. 

3 The worker had filed a claim statement before the Court . There 
the worker stated that he was working as a driver in the N. V Motor Service, 
since 1954. On 28-12-1968 he was on duty as a driver in bus No. 
KLD . 7336. That bus was to start from Peruvannamcozhi 36th mile from 
Calicut. The bus started from Peruvannamoozhi at 6.30 a . m . and reached 
Quilandy at 8.30 a . m . At 8.35 a . m . it started from Quilandy and 
reached the 10th mile stone from Calicut . 

t that place an accident 
occurred . The driver had stopped the bus and had allowed a passenger to 
get down and moved the vehicle slowly . It went for about 14 furlongs and 
then allowed a State Transport But to overtake it . Just after the State 
Transport Bus overto k him a bus belonging to Zubeida Tran ports suddenly 
overtook the bus and stopped in front of it. The driver suddenly stopped 
Bus KLD . 7336 al o , but then some of the standing pa sengers on the left 
side of the driver aswell also just behind the driver fell upon him . He 
lost control of the Bus and also his conciousness. He was taken later to the 
Government GeneralHospital at Kozhikode . As regards this, the manage 
ment later conducted an enquiry and dismissed the driver fron service 
with effect from 29-12-1968 . According to the Union , the action of the 


thanagement was absolutely incortect. "the management did not give the 
driver any chance to produce and examine witnesses for him . The dismissal 
order waskept with the management for a long time and it was only sent 
to the worker after he complained to the Union and to the District Labour 
Officer. The driver was admitted in an unconcious state to the hospital 
on 28-12-1968 , therefore , the management acted in a undue hurry in 
suspending him from service on 29-12-1968 which is the very next day. 
The driver was discharg :d from the hospital only on 2-1-1969. Before that 
the management had issued the show -cause notice to him . Therefore, 
according to the Union , the management did not at all abide by the 
principles of natural justice and fair play in conducting the enquiry ani 
hence the dismissal has to be set aside and the driver has to be reinstated 
in service. 

4. I find from records that before the Labour Court, Quilon , the 
man gement had filed a statement. Therein they denied the averments 
made by the Unin in the statements filed . According to themanagement, 
the accident . Would not have happened but for the car less and negligent 
manner in which the bus was being driven by the driver. According to 
the managemeat, he enquiry was conducted duly and according to ihe 
principles of natural justice. 

5. The Union submitted a rejoinder. Therein they denied the alleg 
ations in the management s statement. It was further stated that the 
enquiry conducted by the managemeut was without adhering to the Prin 
ciples of natural justice and cannot be accepted . On 15-1-1969, the manage 
ment gave another memo to the worker to attend a further enquiry on 
20-1-1969. Therein the management did not mention anything about the 
dumestic enquiry, examination and cross -examination of the management s 
witnesses, and production of the workman s witnesses. These were inten 
tionally kept supp.essed from the worker to tramp him . The dismissal 
order, it was stated , was actually typed on 24-1-1969, but it was sent to the 
workman only on 22-2-1969 after 29 days by reg stered post. 

This delay 
accord ng to the Union was made by the management to provide a fencing 
in the back of the driver s seat and also to provide a rod in the bus for the 
standing assengers to hold. Lack of these two things were the main reason 
for the accident and the management wanted to rectify it before the dis 
missal notice was actually given to the driver as the management was sure 
that an inspection of the bus will clearly show the lack of these things . 
Therefore , the Union wanted reinstatement with back -wages as already 
mentioned by them . 

6. In view of these contentions, the point to be considered is what 
exactly is the award to be passed in this matter . 

7. The point:- I have already stated the facts of the case as can be seen 
from the statements filed by both sides in the preceding paragraphs. They 
have also to be read along with the discussions which follow to appreciate 
the approach made by this Court. 


8. The only evidence given in this case is that of the workman--- the 
ridver — who was examined asWW1. He proves the case of the Union . It is 
found that he was not at all cross-examined by the management. That 
means, the allegations made by the Union about the accident, about the 
enquiry ard about the lack of adherence to the principles of natural justice 
and fair play in the domestic enquiry are all correct and all are proved in 
the wwl. The management has not produced the enquiry file. The 
worker says in his evidence that no proper enquiry was made and he was 
not given any chance to cross-examination the management s witness as well 
also to produce his own witnesses. The worker s witness says that the alle 
gation against him by the management viz ., the accident to the bus was 
only the result of circumstances beyond the control of the driver. The 
management has not even cared to produce the cr minal case file , if any, as 
regards this . The management has not produced and marked a single 
paper. Therefore, the union s case that the worker will have to be rein 
stated in service after seting aside the dismissal order is clearly proved . In 
result , the award is passed in the following terms: 

“ The Driver Shri K. Sami, dismissed by the management will be 
reinstated wit 

of back -wages. The management s order 
dismissing him from service is set aside" . 
9. This award will come into force 30 days after its publication in the 
official gazette. 

Dictated to the Stenographer ,taken and transcribed by him , revised 
and corrected by me on the 5th day of July , 1976 . 

A.R. SREENIVASAN , 

Presiding Officer 

Appendix 
Witnesses examined for management. - Nil 
Witnesses examined for Union : 

1. Shri K. Swami, P. O. Puthiyara, Kozbikode . 


Kerala Gazette No. 34 dated 24th August 1976 . 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 999 /76 /LBR 

Dated , Trivandrum , 24th July 1976 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Superintendent, Achoor Estate, Achooranam P.O., Pozhuthana, 
South Wynad, Calicut District and their workmen represented by the 
General Secretary /President, Malabar Estate Workers Union (INTUC) 
No. 103, Meppadi Post, South Wynad , Calicut District received by 
Government on 23-7-1976 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. P. MATHULLA , 

Deputy Secrelary . 
In the Labour Court, Kerala State , Kozhikode 
Dated this the 13th day of July, 1976 . 

Present 
SHRI A.R. SREENIVASAN , B. A., B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 48/76 (Old No. 1.D.7 /71) 

Between 
The Superintendent, Achoor Estate, Achooranam P.O., Pozhuthana, 

South Wynad , Calicut District 

And 
The workmen of the above estate represented by the General Secretary / 
President, Malabar Estate Workers Union (INTUC ), No. 103, 

Meppadi Post, South Wynad , Calicut District. 
Representations: 

M / s Menon & Pai, 
Advocates, 

For the Management 
::: Ernakulam 
Shri K. Krishnankutty Menon , 

For the Union 
Calicut. 
GA165 /S 
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AWARD 
1. This reference was originally made by the Government of Kerala to 
the Quilon Labour Court under section 10 (1) (c ) of the Industrial Disputes Act . 
Thereference wasmade as per G.O.(Rt.) No.637 /71/LSWD dated 1-4-1971 . 
In that reference the Government stated that they are of the opinion that an 
industrial dispute exists between the Superintendent, Achoor Estate, 
Achooranam P.O., Pozhuthana , South Wynad , Calicut District on one 
hand and the workmen of the above estate represented by the General 
Secretary /President, Malabar Estate Workers Union (INTUC ) No. 103 , 
Meppadi Post, South Wynad , Calicut District on the other hand as regards 
dismissal of worker Prabhakaran No. 2022 , Achoor Division of Achoor 
Estate, Achooranam Post, Pozhuthana, S.Wynad, Calicut District. The 
Labour Court, Quilon took the reference on file and numbered it as 
I.D.7/71. On formation of the Kozhikode Labour Court, the Government 
transferred it to this court and here it was renumbered as I.D.48 /76 . 

2. On receipt of notice from the Labour Court , Quilon , both sides 
appeared and filed statements. 

3. In the statement filed by the Secretary, Malabar Estate Workers 
Union , it was stated that Shri Prabhakaran mentioned in the reference was 
in the service of the Estate for a period of 4 years. He was an active 
member of the trade Union . Therefore, it was stated that management 
developed some ill-will towards him and was seeking means to throw him 
out of his work in the estate and thereby put an end to the activities and 
existence of the Union . On 20-9-1969 it was stated that the management 
charge-sheeted the above worker on somefalse allegations intending to oust 
him from service . An enquiry was conducted and Shri Prabhakaran was 
dismissed from service with effect from 3-7-1970 . According to the Union , 
the charges framed against the worker is regarding something which cannot 
be enquired into and punished by the management . According to the 
Union , it is not for a misconduct or an indiscipline that the worker was 
charge-sheeted . The Union stated that the evidence adauced in the enquiry 
itself will show that the charge was not at all proved . It is stated that 
Shri Prabhakaran had not committed any offence as is stated in the charge 
sheet . It was then stated that the punishment given to him was unjustifi 
able , incorrect, biased and based on ulterior motives. According to 
Union , it was high handed , illegal and very excessive in nature . The 
Union stated that it amounts to victimisation . Therefore , the Union 
wanted the worker to be reinstated with back- wages . The Union also 
prayed for an order for costs of the proceedings. 

4. The management filed a statement. Therein they stated that 
Shri Prabhakaran mentioned in the reference was charge-sheeted for mis 
conduct as per the Standing Order No. 22 (h ) of the Estate. The charge was 
for riotousor disorderly behaviour on the premises of the Estate . It was 
stated that at the muster shed belonging to the Estate , this Prabhakaran 
abused and threatened one Chandrasekharan , a Supervisor and assaulted 


the 
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him as he left the muster area on 20-6-1970 . Regarding that incident he 
was charge-sheeted and a fair and proper enquiry was conducted by the 
Superintendent of the Estate. That enquiry, the management stated , was 
according to the principles of natural justice and the charge-sheeted worker 
was given full, free and fair opportunity to crossexamine the witnesses 
examined in support of the charge. He was also given every opportunity to 
adduce whatever evidence he desire in support of his defence . The enquiry 
officer found Shri Prabhakaran guilty of misconduct alleged against him . 
The management then considered that finding. At that time the manage 
ment also took into consideration the seriousness of the misconduct as well 
also Prabhakaran s past record of service. Then the management came to 
the conclusion that he will have to be dismissed from service. Accordingly, 
he was dismissed from service as per an order dated 3-7. 1970. According to 
the management, therefore , Shri Prabhakaran will not be entitled to 
reinstatement with or without backwages or any relief. The management 
stated that Prabhakaran s activities in the trade union did not influence them 
in taking the action against Prabhakaran as is contented by the union . As a 
matter of fact, according to the management, not a single extraneous reason 

into consideration as the basis for the action taken. The allegation 
that the management was seeking means to throw Shri Prabhakaran out o 
employment in the Estate because of his trade union activities was denied by 
the management . The allegation that dismissal of Prabhakaran was an act 
of victimisation was also denied by the management. According to the 
management, Shri Prabhakaran was dismissed for the misconduct proved 
against him in a properly held domestic enquiry and not for any extraneous 
reason . So themanagement wanted the Court to pass an award upholding 
the dismissal of Shri Prabhakaran . 

5. The union did not file any rejoinder to this reply statement filed by 
the management . 

6. On the basis of the pleadings above seen on the reference made by the 
Government, the only point to be considered is, is the dismissal of the worker 
Shri Prabhakaran , No. 2022 of Achoor Division of Achoor Estate , 
Pozhuthana, South Wynad, Calicut District, correct ? 

7. The point: Since I have been already given the facts of the case as 
can be seen from the statements filed by both sides and the reference made 
by the Government in the preceding paragraphs, we can now straight away 
enter into a discussion as regards the point which arises for consideration . 
The preceding paragraphs also will have to be read along with the discussion 
which follows to appreciate the approach made by this Court. 

8. Shri Prabhakaran was a worker in the Achoor Estate . There is no 
dispute as regards that. The management dismissed him from service for 
some serious misconduct alleged against him . It was stated in the charge 
sheet thatwas given to the worker that on 20-6-1970, he abused one 
Chandrasekharan who was a Supervisor in the estate and assaulted 1.im from 
near the muster shed in the estate . The complaint which Chandrasekharan 
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gave about the incident is marked in the case as exhibit M 10. The show 
cause notice as regards that issued to the worker Shri Prabhakaran is exhibit 
M5(a ). The explanation which Prabhakaran gave to that show - cause notice 
is exhibit M6. After M6 was received since it was seen that the explanation 
was not satisfactory, a charge was framed against Prabhakaran and the copy 
of charge is exhibit M5. Thereafterwards, it is seen that an enqiry notice 
was issued to Prabhakaran and the copy of that produced here is exhibit 
M13. After that regular er quiry was conducted by the estate Superintendent, 
one Shri G. E. Alexander . It is seen from evidence this Alexander was a 
f reigner and he has now left India . The report submitted by Shri Alexander 
is also produced here by the management and marked . It is marked through 
management s witness MW1who is very well acquainted with the signature 
of Alexander. This witness himself was present at the time of the enquiry. 
It is seen from the enquiry report that Prabhakaran , the worker had cross 
examined the witnesses of the management and had also examined his own 
witnesses before the enquiry officer, The statements those witnesses made 
before the enquiry officer are all proved here by examination of Mwi, 
Shri George John . He was present at the time of the enquiry and as per 
the evidence given by him , it was he who was translated the evidence given 
by the worker for the benefit of Shri G.E. Alexander and was also translated 
the evidence written in English by G. E. Alexander to the benefit of workers 
in Malayalam . After the enquiry , Shri Alexander submitted a report in 
which he has stated that he found the worker guilty of the misconduct 
charged against him . The management accepted that finding and later 
dismissed Prabhakaran from service . 

9. In the statement filed by the union , it is not stated that Prabhakaran 
was handicaped as Alexander did not know Malayalam and he did not know 
what Alexander was writing and he himself did not understand English . 
No such difficulty is also attributed to the witnesses for the management as 
well also the witnesses for the worker in the statement filed by , the union . 
In the evidence adduced by Prabhakaran , it was stated that such a 
difficulty was there and that has gone to show that there was no proper 
enquiry at all. Such a contention is raised by the worker as an after 
thought. If there was such a grievance it would have been mentioned in the 
statement filed by the worker in 1971. Five years later , in 1976 alone 
the worker is now saying that there was such a difficulty. But at the time 
when the enquiry was being conducted , the witness for management viz., 
Shri George John was present even according to the worker. ShriGeorge 
John also says the same thing in his evidence as management s witness No. I. 
Shri George John has also affixed his signatures in the statement which Shri 
Alexander has recorded as regards the witnesses. Therefore, the contentions 

the management that ShriGeorge John was present for the purpose of 
translating the statements of the witnesses to Shri Alexander and for the 
purpose of translating what Alexander has written for the benefit of the 
workers is correct. In fact when this witness for the management went into 
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the witness box on 10-7-1976 , the worker, Union and the counsel for the 
union were all absent. Therefore, whatever thing that witness No. I for the 
management has stated has gone into record without any challenge from the 
worker s side. 

10. The worker had participate.I in the enquiry in full. He had cross 
examined the witnesses for the management. He had also examined 
witnesses on his own side . The worker has not stated in the statement he 
filed before the Court that something improper was done during the enquiry. 

The statement filed by theworker would only show that he has attacking 
only the reasons behind the finding of guilty entered into by the enquiry 
officer. Labour Court is not a Court of appeal. The Labour Court will 
not go into the question of the merits of the order of dismissal in a case like 
this when it is seen that the enquiry was properly conducted and the worker 
had been given every chances to put forward his case and act as was 
necessary for his defence. The Union Secretary has not gone into witness 
box . The Union has not succeeded in showing that the worker was dismissed 
not for the misconduct alleged against him but only for his trade union 
activities. The Union has not succeeded in showing that the dismissal of 
this worker was an act of victimisation from the side of the management. 
Therefore , I find that the dismissal of the worker, Shri Prabhakaran by the 
management has to be upheld . 

11. In result, the dismissal of the worker Shri Prabhakaran mentioned 
in the reference is upheld . He has not entitled to any relief. The reference 
is answered accordingly . 

12. This award will come into force 30 days after its publication in the 
Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Stenographer, taken and transcribed by him , revised 
and corrected by me on the 13th day of July, 1976 . 

A. R. SREENIVASAN , 

Presiding Officer. 
ANNEXURE :-Nil 

APPENDIX :. 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management; 
1. MWI- Shri George John , Head Clerk , Achoor Estate , 

S. Wynad . 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 

1. WW1 - Shri Prabhakaran , Achooranam , Pozhuthana ,S.Wynad 
2. WW2 - Shri K. C. Moideen, Achooranam , Pozhuthana , 

S. Wynad . 
GA 165 /S . 
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Documents produced on the side of the Management: 
1 . Ex. MI- Signature in letter dated 25-6-1970 of Shri 

Prabhakaran . 
2 . Ex. M2- Signature in letter dated 25-6-1970 of Shri 

Prabhakaran . 
3 . Ex. M3— Signature in letter dated 25-6-1970 of Shri 

Prabhakaran . 
4 . Ex . M4-- Page No. 12 of the enquiry proceedings. 
5. Ex, M5- Charge sheet/ Show cause notice dated 23-6-1970 : 
6. Ex. M5a - Charge sheet/Show cause notice dated 23-6-1970 . 
7 . Ex. M6 - Letter dated 25-6-1970 from Shri Prabhakaran . 
8 . Ex. M7 – Page No. 1 of the enquiry proceedings. 
9 . Ex. M8 - Page No. 14 of the enquiry proceedings. 
10 . Ex . M9- Dismissal order dated 3-7-1970. 
11 . Ex. MI0 - Report dated 22-6-1970 of P. R. Chandrasekharan , 

Supervisor . 
12 . Ex. MIl - Letter dated 25-6-1970 of Shri Prabhakaran . 
13. Ex. MI2 - Letter dated 25-6-1970 of Shri Prabhakaran . 
14. Ex , M13 — Letter dated 25-6-1970 of the Superintendent, 

Achoor Estate addressed to Shri Prabhakaran . 
Documents produced on the side of the Union :-Nil . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No. 984/ 76 /LBR . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 21st July 1976 . 
The award of the in lustrial Tribunal, Cilicut in respect of the 
dispute between the Management of Janatha Tile Works, Munniyur, 
Tirurangadi P. O. and their workmen represe ted by the lasatha l ile 
Workers Union , Parakkadavu , Munniyur, Tirurangadi received by 
Government on 20-7-1976 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 

P. P.MATHULLA, 

Deputy Secretary . 
Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal," Calicut, 
(Wednesday, he 30th day of June, Nineteen 
bundred and seventy six ) 

Present: 
SRI R.K. VENU NAYAR , B.A., B. Le 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 19/74 

Between 
The Management of Janatha Tile Works, Munniyur, 

Tirurangadi P. O. 

and 
The Janatha Tile Workers Union , Parakkadavu , Munniyur, 

Thirurangadi. 
Representation : 
Sri K. P. Damodaran Nambiar, 
Advocate, Calicut. 

For Management 


SA A Sankaran , 

Advocate, Calicu 


For Union . 


CA. 1888. 


AWARD 


An industrial dispute existing between the above parties was referred 
to this Tribunal for adjudication by Government of Kerala as per Order 
No G. O. Rt. 103/74 LBR dated 1.2-1974 . The issues referred are the 
following : 

1. Suspension of worker Sri C. Soman . 
2. Payment of wages or other relief to the workers who have attended 

the factory or work on 19-1-1973 and 22-2-1973. 
2. The Union appeared in pursuanc : to the notice and their case is the 
following: The Management suspended Sri Som in saying that he hid 
picked up a quarrel with one Keeran from a tea shop . He gave his reply 
denying the allezitions . The minag -meat subsequen ly passed orders 
saying that the period of su pension be treated as punishment and he was 

reinstated wi h effect from 18-1-1973. The manag m -nt did not conduct 
1a proper en juiry before suspension . No opportunity was given to cross 

ex imine themanagement witnesses and adduc : his ev dence. So the findi gs 
are perverse and the punishment awarded should be set aside giving wages 
to the worker for the period of su pension . 

3. Issue No. 2 arises under these circumstances. For certain political 
reasons there was a strike on 19-1-1973.40 workers belonging to this union 
did not participate in the strike. There wa a similar strike on 22-2 1973 
also. These workers had informed the man igem - nt that they are willing to 
work Despite this the management denied them wages colluding with a 
section of workers. Hence these workers are entitled for wages for hesa 
two days. 

4. The reply ftatementmentions that SriSoman and Kecran picked up 
quarrel from the factory canteen and they assaulted each other. This is a 
serious misconduct and hence both of them were placed under suspension . 
Memos were issued and explanations were called for . After this they 
conducted a fair enquiry giving opportunity to the workers to cross 
examine the minagement witnesses and examine thrir own witn sses. 
Another worker was permitted to participate in the enquiry on behalf of 
Sri Soman . On the basis of facts elicited at the enquiry it was concluded 
that both the workers are guilty of the charges The findings are based on 
facts. So this worker is not entitled to any relief. 

5. Regarding the claim fur wages for 2 days the management says that 
majority of the workers and supervisory staff struck work on 19-1-1973 and 
22-2-1973. In the absence of the supervisory staff ard majority of workers 

was impossible for the management to con inue with the working of the 
factory . They were not in a position to give employment to such workers 
who did not participate in the strike for reasons beyond their control. The 
workers al o did not attend the factory since they very well know that there 
was no prospectus of working on that day. It is not true to say that the 
management locked up the factory in collusion with the workers. So the 
workers are not entitled to any relief under this issue . 


6. There is a rejoinder filed by the union . They say that the rep " 
statement makes it clear that work was denied to workers for no fault of 
theirs. The 40 workers had reported for work and they were not given 
employment. 

7. The first witness is one of the concerned workers. He says that he is 
a member of the I. N. T. U. C. Union . He was given notice of sus, ension. 
Hegave his reply and an enquiry was conducted . There was no mention 
about the name of the enquiry officer in the 1 orice. At the time of enquiry 
all the members of the Beard were present. He wa not given the same 
facility as was given to Keeran to participate in the enquiry . No opportu 
nity was given to him to cross- examine the management witnesses. It is 
not an impartial enqu ry so he is entitled to wages for the period of 
suspen ion . He admits in cross-e> amination that he was informed that he 
was being suspended for some incidents which tock place from the canteen . 
It was beu grup ly oi e Imbichi who tad enpiy towards him for political 
re sons. He is an active polit.cal worker. On the pariicular cay he was 
assaulted by Kee, an . There was an ir cident in ihe canteen on that 
particular cay. But that has not taken place in the way in which it is 
alleged to have taken place by the Management. Keeran and the 
management belong to the same political party. He does not know the 
punishment awarded to Keeran . " He had notice of enquiry and he 
par icipated in it. In the enquiry Sri Keeran was assisted by one Purushu . 
H is a witness in this case. The technical advisor ofthe company called 
him and wrote something and as per his instructions he signed it . He did 
noi go through the coi tents. Ext. Ml ciniains his signatı re. When he 
a: ked the management to permit him to cross -examine the mar ag ment 
witnesses ihey rı fused to do it. Ac ually he wonted to go away from he 
place of enquiry but certain workers be long rg to the oiher trade unions 
frete ted lim from coing so. He repor ed ał out his to his union . At 
ihat time he was the Joint Secretary of he I. N. T. U. C. Usin . He had 
put curtain qui stions to these witnesses Lut he does not know what was 
iccorded ty ihe enquiry officers. He was recalled at the instance of the 
union and one document was marked . 

8. WW2 is a majstry . He knows WWI. At the time of suspension of 
WW1 he was a member of C.I T.U.Union . An enquiry was conducted 
regarding the suspension and he assisted Keeran at the enquiry. Soman 
requested themanagement to permit him to seek the help of another person , 
and this was refused. In cross- examination he is asked abuut different 
scctions and also about the number of persors required to operate each of 
these sections. He changed his union affiliation about If years back. 
Themanagement gave every opportunity to the worker to participate in 
the enquiry except the assistance of another person , to assist him at the 
enquiry . WW1 had cross- examined the witnesses examined on behalf of 
Keeran . 2 or 3 witnesses were ex mincd on behalf of WWI and they were 
also cross-examined .. The proceedings were recorded by the enquiry officer 
and he has signed after going through the contents. He has signed on all 


pages of the enquiry proceedings . It is tr ie to say that Soman told the 
enquiry authorities that he does not require anybody to assist him at the 
enquiry. 

9. The Vice President of the Union is WW3. Hespeaks about the strike 
on 19-1-1973 and 22-2-1973. This was sonsored by the C. I. T. U. Uniin . 
It was against the Government. I. N. T. U. C Union had informed the 
management orally and in writting saying that they are not partic pating 
in it . They informed that about 40 of the workers belonging to the union 
would report for work. The management ha i not given any notice is 
writing about the closure. Very recently there was a strike and the workers 
belonging to I. N. T. U.C. reported for work and they were employed . 
The management could have employed these workers as they have done on 
previous occasions. So they are entitl d to wages. 

10. In cross he says that the workers representatives are also members 
of the Board . Since maj srity of the members belong to Marxist party the 
repr sen alives of workers are also mirxists. On 19-1-1973 there was a 
Kerala Bandh and the strike was part of it. Before Bandh on 19th they d.d 
not info m the management that they are prepared to work . But a notice 
was given saying their willingness for work belore the st ike on 22-2-1973 . 
He does not remember the names of persons who have signed that letter. The 
factory can be run even without the participation of the supervisory staff. 
Hedoes not know the departments to which these workers belong . There 
was no notice saying that there will be no work on 19th . Toere was a 
notice on 22nd Ma ch . There used to be strikes on previous occasions also . 

Then the management used to give employment even if one worker reported 
for work. It is not true to say that all the supervisory staff and majority of 
the workers were on strike on these two days. 

11. WW4 also speaks about these strikes. He speakes about Wi a 
letter given to the management saying that 40 workers are not participating 
in the strike on 22-2-1973. In cross he says that he knows about 5 to 10 
persons who are signatories to Ext. Wi. He has gone inside the factory 
with the permission of the manegement to discuss about certain individual 
ma ters. No covering ietter given along with Ext. Wi is produced in this 
case . There are two unions in the factory . Even persons who are not 
members of any of these two unions have signed this statement. 

12. One of the directors is the first witness for the management. He 
speakes about the enquiry against wwi. Proper notice about enquiry wag 
given to both workers, and both of them partic pated in the enquiry . 
Soman did not ask for the a sistance of anybody. It is not true to say that 
such a request was turned down by the enquiry officer 

Vitnesses were 
examined at the enquiry and these two workers were permitted to cross 
examine them . Proceedings of enquiry are marked as Ext. M2. The 
worker and his assistants have signed the enquiry proceedings. He does 
not know whether the fac ory worked on 19-1-1973 and 22-2-1973 . He 
adds that it is not possible to run the factory in the absence of the 

pervisory stad 


the 


13. In cross he says that theworkers were informed about the parti 
culars of the enquiry . Details of the enquiry were given by the technical 
Officer. The workers had about 15 days ne tice about the enquiry. The 
enquiry, was conducted from the Board room . He has no technical 
knowledge about the working of the factory. In Rehe says that two directors 
participated in the enq uiry as observers. Soman did not say that this sub . 
committee should not conduct an enquiry against him . 

14. MW2 was running the canteen in this factory in 1972. He speaks 
about the assault. The f.ctory was working then . There were these two 
peisons and one or two other employees when they assaulted each other, 
There was some talk going on and he asked them to desist from talking such 
things. The talk went on between Keeran and Soman Then Soman assaulted 
Keeran . Keeran fell down. The technicaladvisor asked them about this 
and a statement was recorded . There wasan enquiry afterwards and he 
gave evidence. He says in cross -examination that his memory is that 4 
directors conducted the enquiry. 

15. MW3 speaks about the strike on 19th and 22nd . Majority of workers 
did not report for work on these days and so it was not possible 
to give employment to other workers. Notice was exhibited on 
previous day about this . 13 of the persons who have signed Ext. W1 are 
working in the prese. A minimum of 22 persons are required to operate the 
press. It will not be possible to run the press employing 13 persons. If the 
press is not working it is not possible to give work in ihe clays ction . There 
were 17 or 18 persons working in the clay scction , whose signatures are 
found in Ext. Wi. 4 are working in the kiln and 5 in the loading section . 
Kiln can be worked only with a minimum of 13 to 14 employees . Then he 
speaks about the case against Soman and Keeran . That statement is pre 
pared by the foreman . The technical advisor is the manager . The state 
meat that Ext. MI was prepared under pressure from other union members 
is not correct. 

16. In cross he says that the factory is being run by a Board of Directors 
and the witness is a technical advisor. He juined this firm in 1972 prior to 
this he was an accountant in a co-operative store. He has no technical 
qualification Then he is asked about certain technical details of tile manu 
facturing . On 11-7-1975 39 personswere working in the factory ; but he says 
that he has not received any notice about the Bandh on that day . Two 
unions are finctioning there . He admit that Soman is a worker 
belonging to I. N. T. U. C. Union . 

17. This issue relates to the suspension of wwi for the period of 
12-12-1972 to 17-1-1973 as a punishment. The worker s case is that this 
prinishment is unjust, illegal and this is a clear case of discrimination because 
ofhis affiliation to a un on with which the management is not in good terms. 
The managementwould say that an enquiry was conducted before the 
punishment was awarded to this worker. The allegation was that this 
worker and one Sri Keeran entered into an alteration and ended with an 
sepult of sech nthes from the preonines of the factory canteen . After the coquiry 
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the management on the basis of the findings of the enquiry officer awarded 
punishment to both the workers. They have not shown any discrimination . 
Ext. M2 series are the enquiry proceedings. It is contended by the worker 
that he management and the enquiry officer permitted the other worker 
to be represented at the enquiry by a co - wnyker whereas the same facility 
was not offered to this worker though he expressly asked for it. ww2who 
appeared on behalf of Sri Keeran at the enquiry speaks about this . From 
the enquiry proceedings it is seen that the ther werker requested for per. 
mission to be represen ed by a work r and this worker never asked for the 
assistance of a co-work -r.1he worker has initialled on the page on which 
this is recorded . He has also affixed his signatu e on the subsequent pages . 
He does not say that he was pre surise ! to sign these proceedings. It is seen 
from the enquiry procredings that he has cross-txamined the manngement 
w tnesses and examined his own witnesses. He does not point out any handicap 
that he “uffered at the hands of the enquiry officer by not being afforded 
the facility to be represented by a co- worker. In the absence of any evidence 
to show the hardship suffered by him and in view of his full participation in 
the enquiry I find that his contention will not hold good. 

18. Then there is the question of discrimination . It is found from 
Ext. M2 series that the punishment to other worker is suspension from 
12-12-1973 to 16-1-1973. In the case of this worker he was permitted to 
join duy on 18-1-1973 whereas the other worker is permitted to join duty on 
17-1-1973. So there is no ground to support the plea of the worker that 
there is any discrimination . He has participated in the enquiry. The enquiry 
proceedings sho v that they have arrived at the findings on the basis of this 
fact and only they have awarded this punishment. The enquiry was 
conduced by two directors and there were observers also . I find that the 
findings are based on fact . In view of the above facts I find that there is 
nothing illegal or unjust in the punishment awarded to this worker. 

19. The next issue relates to the demand for wages to workers who 
attended The factory for work on 19-1-1973 and 22-2-1073. The Union s 
case is that ihe workers were prepared on 19-1-1973 and 22-2-1973 to work 
but the management in union with some workers denied employment to the 
workers on these days closing the factory. The closure was effected in 
pursuance to the calls issued by some political parties for a Kerala Bandh . 
This union would say that members belonging to their union were prepared 
to work on these days, but the ma alement was not prepared to employ 
them . Ext. W1 is a letter dated 20-2-1973 addressed to the management. 
This is signed by 40 workers. By this letter they demand the management 
to give them employment on 21-2-1973. The Management would say that 
they have notreceived any communication like this . The Management 
would say in their reply statement that themajority of the workers and the 
supervisory staff struck work on 19-1-1973 and 22-2-1973, and so they were 
not able to provid : work for a handful of workers who might have desired to 
ab tain from the strike on these days. They add that the provision of work 
was beyond their control. MW1 says that he coes not know whether the 
company functioned on 19.1.1973 and 22-2-1973. MW3 speaks the 
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Management s caso. He would say that there was a strike on these two 
days, and majority of the workers took part in the strike and it was not 
possible to give work to the minority of the workers on these days. He also 
says that they had affixed a notice about this on the previousday Work in 
the factory on an ordinary day is something usual. If the management had 
received a strike notice or some other notice informing the intention of the 
large majority of the workers that they will struck work on 19th and 22nd 
the management could have informed theminority wokers that the factory 
will not function on these 2 days. If they f It that the working was impos 
sible and beyond their control they should have exhibited this notice giving 
sufficient arvance information t , the workers so tht they need nt come 
for work ; especially when the management avers that they had sufficient 
information about the strike to be launched by the other union . here is 
only an averme tih t such no ice was exhib ted . That is not produced 
here. So the workers had absolutely no prior knowledge about the likely 
hool of non- employment on these two days. With r fe ence to Ext Wi 
notice he manager of the factory s ys that with these workers it will not be 
possible to work the factory on that day , So here is a case where the 
management had definite information sufficiently early about the intention 
of a large number of workers to strike work on these 2 days. If they felt that 
it may not be possible to give employment to the workers they could have 
given sufficient notice about it to them . They have not also established in 
this Court that it was beyond their capacity to give work to these emoloyees, 
on these two days. They have further admitted that on some such occasions 
th y gave work to these workers when the others struck work . On taking all 
these facts into consideration I find that the workers who were prepared to 
work on 19-1-1973 and 22-2-1973 and whose names are shown in Ext.WI 
are entitled to get half day s wages for each of these days. 

I pass this award as stated above and this award shall come into force 
on the expiry of 30 days after its publication in the Government Gazette. 


Calicut, 
30-6-1976 . 


R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicuk 
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Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 
WW1 - C . Soman . 
WW2 - K.K . Purushu . 
WW3- K . Kunjappu . 
WW4.-A. Kunjeeran 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Managements 
MWI-- C . Vasu . 
MW2-- K . Imbichi. 
MW3-0 . Balakrishna 
Exhibitmarked on the side of the mion 
Ext. Wi- Letter dated 20 2-1973 signed by 40 workers submitted to the 

• Technical Advisor of the society . 
4. Exhibitsmarked on the side of the Management: 

Ext. Mi- Statement given by WWI on 12-12-1972. 
E: t.M2- Enquiry file relating to the disciplinary , Proceedings 
(Series) against WWI. 
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AWARD 


l his is an Industrial Dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala as per Order No G.O Rt. 1156 /74/L BR dated 
11-12-1974. Issue referred is the following : 

Alleged denial of employment 10 Sri Olacherry Sreedharan from 
31-10-1972. 

The union says in the statement that the worker was appointed in the 
handloom weaving factory owned by the management on a daily wage of 
Rs. 12. Without any reason whatsoever they deaied hir employment with 
effect from 30-9-1972 . Though there was conciliation conference there was 
10 settlement; hence this reference . Denial being illegal and unjust the 
worker is entitled to be reinstated with back wages. 

3. The Management in the reply statement says that the worker was in 
service only from 1-1-1971 to 20-10-1972. His daily wages was only Rs. 6 . 
the allegation that he was denied employment from 30-9-1972 is incorrect . 
The a tendance register will show this. The worker had applied for leave 
on 29-4-1972 and accordingly he was granted leave on 30-10-1972 and 
31-10-1972 He wanted the management to fulfil certain conditions 
prescribed by him and if the management failed to do so he said that he 
wants to be relieved of his duties paying his compensation . The Manage 
ment sent a reply . No letter was sent in reply to this letter. So the 
management says that he has of his own accord abandoned his job and he is 
not entitled to any relief. 

4. There is a rejoinder filed by the worker. He denies the allegations 
raised in the reply statement filed by the Management. In the letter 
referred to by the Management the worker had clearly stated that he 
expressed his inability to continue if the management did not provide him 
with necessary materials. He never intended this letter to be taken one 
indicating his desire to abandon the job . Themanagement did not provide 
the materials required . No reply was given by the Management. He was 
also not given an opportunity to work . He would say that he was 
incorrectly added a date in the claim statement and that is only a typo 
graphical error. To this also the Management added something by way of 
replication . 

5. The first witness for the union is the concerned worker . He speaks in 
support of the union statement. On 30-10-1972 he was not given wax or fat. 
He waited for sometime. Since it was not given he was not able to weave 
on that day. He has given a letter to the proprietor. That letter is marked 
as Ext. Mi. On receipt of that letter the proprietor told him not to do any 
work . He was not given any benefit He was given daily Rs. 12. The 
matter was reported to the labour authorities . There was no settlement at 
the conciliation stage. On 31st he was given warp . 

6. He says ia cross- examination that it was for the maistry to give wax 
or fat. Only certain desigos require this. After 31st be has received his 
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botius and other benefits as per the suggestion of the Labour Officer. He 
has not received the letter dared 31st . He is not employed anywhere else 
and he is being maintained by his family . 

7. MWi is a worker there. He says that the management gives only 
fat. Wax is to be brought by the concerned worker. In cross he says that 
he has no documents to show that he is employed there . 

8. MW2 is a clerk working in that establishment. Ext. Mi is the letler 
given by the worker on 31-1-1972 . The management has no re.ponsibility 
to give wax or fat as mentioned in that letter. These are required for easy 
weaving and it is required for all designs and looms. A letter was sent to 
him by post in the address furnished by him in the company un 15-11-1972 . 
Ext. M2 is the copy of that letter. At that time he was paid Rs 6 as wages 
per day. He was not denied employment. He has of his own accord 
abandoned the job. 

9. In cross he says that there is no mention of the liability of giviny wax 
and fat by Ext. M2. No other letter was sent to him in his address. This 
is the gist of the evidence recorded in this case. 

10. That he was employed in this establishment is an undisputed fact . 
There is dispute regarding his commencement of service. The worker 
would say that he joined on 16th September 1969. According to the reply 
statementhe joined only on 1-1.1971. Though the management examined 
MW2 a clerk he does not refer to the commencement of employment of the 
worker. The cross- examination of WWIwould show that the management 
has been maintaining attendance registers etc. They are not produced 
here . So I find that his service commenced under this management from 
16-9-1969 . 

11 . The next question is whether there was denial of employment . 
After 31-10-1972 he has not worked there. On that day he gave a letter 
marked as Ext. Mi. In this he has written that if the management cannot 
give fat or wax for weaving the yarn he is prepared to go out of work 
receiving his benefits. According to the management they have sent a 
letter to him on 15-11-1972. The worker would say that he has received it. 
It is not sent by registered post. This letter only iitimates the worker that 
they would take his absence as abandonment of service. They have not 
sent any letter thereafter . There was a duty cast on the management cither 
to offer him work or take steps to sever the employer-employee relationship . 
They have not chose to do either . The worker had by Ext. Mi expressed 
his intention to give up the job accepting the compensation due to him . 
The only condition attached is that he will do so only if the management is 
not prepared to give him wax or fat. After sending this he did not send 
any other communication to the manageme it with the intention of knowing 
what the n nagment proposes to do with his employment. It is an 
admitted fact that on 31st he was given the necessary yarn . The worker 
does not allege any mala fide intentions on the part of themanagement. So 
this is a clear case where the worker on some immediate provocation ex 
pressed his desire to leave the employment on getting compensation due to 


him . Themanagement without giving any attention to it slept over the 
matter. It cannot be presumed that the worker abandoned the work and 
on the part of the management it cannot also be said that they denied him 
employment with any mala fide intentions. It is a long time since this 
happened . The management does not raise any objections regarding his 
work . It is not a work which has ceased to exist after the alleged denial. 

12. On receipt of Ext. Mi the management could have very well in 
formed him that they could not supply the same and on the very same day 
they could have paid him his dues and ceased to have any connection of 
employer-emplovec relationship with him . They have not chosen to !o 
that. So I find that he is entitled to reinstatement. He would say that he 
was not employec elsewhere during all these years. A long time has elapsed 
and hence he is entitled to back wages limited to Rs. 750. He is to be rein 
stated with conti uitv of service but the quantum of back wages for the 
whole period of non -employment is limited to 750. 

I pass this award as stated above and this award shall come into force 
on the expiry of 30 days after its publication in the Government Gazette .. 
Calicut. 

R.K. VENU NAYAR , 
25-6-1976 . 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 


Appendix in I, D. 1/75 
1 . IVitness examined on the side of the Union : 

W.Vi - Olacheri Sreedharan , 
2 . Exts.marked on the side of the Union : 

WI- Letter dated 4-11-1972 from Secretary, Chirakkal Taluk 

Handloom Worker s Union to the District Labour Officer, 

Cannanore. 
3. Witnesses examined on the side of the Management: 

MW1- Kalikal Vijayan . 

MW2- Balakrishnan . 
4. Exts. marked on the side of the Management: 

M1- Letter dated 31-10-1972 from Olacheri Sreedharan to the 

Manager, Great Indian Textiles. 
M2- Letter dated 15-11-1972 to Sri Olacheri Sreedharan, 

Manna, P. OJBaliapatam . 
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This is an industrial dis; ute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala as per Order No. 99 /75 /LBR dated 22-1-1975. 
The issue referred is the following : 

The bona fides of closure of Kolia Estate, Alakode with effect from , 
5-7-1975 and also he clains of the workmen arising out of the 

closure. 
2. The case of Union No. 1 is as follows : Koliat Estate owned by a 
pa tnership firm was tore.t land converted into a rich plantation . It 
ineasured about 2220 ac es. There are 400 workmen and inajority of them 
are members of this union . Out of this e -tate Government of Kerala took 
possession of 1,365 acres under the Kerala Land Relorms Act. 

3. The union caised a demand for the bonus for the year 1971-72 and 
the manage nen by agreemen . dated .9-5-1972 agreed o pay 144 % of the 
total earning , as bonu ". This was iot paid . A li.puie a ose and again 
1.ere was settlement ag ceing t . pay this amount on or before 31-12-1972. 
Since the workers dil not re eive this amount they gave strike notice aud 
stuck work on 28-1-1973 . This was followed by an order of-lay off with 
out compensation and subsequently the estate was closed on 5-7-1973. The 
wu keis took the sand that there was no closu e and there was only a 
pretext of closure. A dispute arose ab out this and in a conciliation confer 
ence held on 5-9-1974 the parties agreed to refer this dispute 1e arding 
the clusure for adjudication . 

4. Actual.y there is no closure. This is only a mere pretence of closure 
to victimi e the workers for having fought for the r just demands. It is not 
a buna fide closure and there is 1 o closure in the eyes of law . Wo k is still 
being ca ried on in the estate and the effec.ive control vests with the 
management. So the worke s are ntitled for reins ale vent and continuity 
of service . If it is viewed that the closure is real then the workers are 
entitled 10 get compensation and ne tice pay as per the relevant sections of 
tle Industrial D.sputes Act and they are alio entitled to get gratuity. This 
is one of the biggest estates in Cannanore District and ibere was no reason 
for this action , 

5. . Union Vo. 2 in their statement says what all has been stated by 
uvion No. ! and states that they refrained from taking part in the strike 
perpetrated by the first union . Even after the alleged closure workers 
belonging to their union continued to work and rubber sheets produced by 
them were accepted by ihe management and soºd . The management had 110 
inter tion of closing the estate . There is absolutely no cl sure of the estate . 
They are even now working in the estate. It is a fictitious closure. So the 
workers are entitled to all Lenefits. They also raize alternate plea raised by 
the other union . 

6. The Estate Staffs Union of South India got themselves impleaded by 
filing an impleading petition , and they also refer to the bonus dispute and the 


8 


consequential settlement. They say that the area remaining with the 
management after the take over of the Government is really a plantation with 
high yeiling rubber an lo he : crops. The Plantation Corpora ion of Kerala 
was entrust d with part of the estate and the management advised them not 
to ernploy any of the workers of this estate . This shows the vindictive 
nature ofthe manag ment. Even though there is pretence of clos .re the 
entire work is being carried oitly the benchmen of the managing partner 
and now they are doing s aughter tapping ni h the intention of reaping 
the maximun. Profit. They also raise tue alternare pleas. 

7. In the reply starcment filed by the management thay say that this 
Tibunal has no juri d ct on since the e tate is closed on 5-7-1973. An 
emplyer cannot be compelled to carry on his busi ess if he chooses to close 
it for reasons of his own, if there was a bona fide closure and the reasons are 
set forth by the management. They had 2200 acres of plantation outof which 
500 were plantel with high yielding rubber, 700 acres with cardmm. 220 
acres with coffee and 160 acres with cinna.non . The entire plantation was 
run as per th : scheme formulated by th Agricultural Re-financeCorporation. 
They sanc ioned a loan of Rs. 43.18 lakhs. The Government of Kerala was 
the guarantor. They experienced dilliculties in getting the loan tecause of 
administrative reasons and during these piric ds the managing partner 
had to use his own resources. B.fore the estate reached yielding stage a 
large area was directed to be su ren ered to the Government. An atempt 
to get exenipii nended in fail re. At this stage the management reques ed 
the Goverment o take over the entire extate to be run as Government 
estate or 10 hand it over to the Plantat on Crporation . They al. o pleaded 
to allow them t ) firm a public limited company and take out the plantati n 
and work it out. No useful purp 18 : was served by any of these requests. It 
wa at this juncture that a laige majority of the workers struck wok on 
10-4-1973 demanding immediate payment of b nus for 1971-72 . A lay-off 
was declared from 17-4-1973when all their attempts to get some h by failed 
th :y closed down the estate with eff-ct from 5-7-1973. They find laulc with 
Government in this failure. Thry deny all the allegations contained in all 
the statements. They had the obligation to pay a large amount of interests 
and other dues in addition to the instalments which fell due by this time. 
In site of these hea y húrdens they disbursed compensation to more than 
50 % of the workers who came forward to accept it in response to their 
request. There is a bona fide closure and the workers are not entitled to 
raise any dispute regar ing that. 

8. There is an additional statement filed by the Management. There 
they trace the corespondence which touk place between the management 
and he Government regarding the helpless situation of the managern nt in 
continuing to run the i dustry because of the financy strain , and th : reduc 
tion in the extent of the land , Must of their source of income dried up . 
They put forth a suggestion before the workers to take over the esta !e a id 
run it on a co- perative basis or in uch other form which they like. They 
ma le a similar repre cntation to the Government also . No e of these sig . 
estiuns were accepted . The position is worsening . The interest has 
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exceeded 10 lakhs and other dues are also mounting up . The management 
had represented to the Goverainent to take over the laboures and staff 
working in those area taken up by the Government. 119 workers out of139 
workers working in Sreepuram and Madhupuram E -rate have accepted 
compensation , notice pay, gratuits etc. 48 ot of 96 workers in Alakode 
Estaie are also releved . 17 out of 37 staff members are al:o relieved . Only 
88 workmen have refused to ac ept the dues. The area now remining with 
the management is given on a hare-crop basis to outsiders just 10 sive the 
estate. They repeat that there is a closure and the workers are entiiled only 
to compensation which they have pilt a large number of workers. 

9. All the three unionshave filed detai ed rejoinders denying severalof 
the contentionsraised by the Management in the r reply statements. 

They 
repeat that the management has not stosped he working of the es ate at any 
tine. They say that out ofmalice and ill-wil they have resorted to this 
clo ure . 

Union No. 3 says that the responsibility to run the estate lies with 
the management. There is no use of throwing the blame on Government. 

10 WWs 1 and 2 : ay that they are even now working in the estate . 
WWI refers to the bonus di.pute and o the sub-equent settlement. He says 
that even now produre like rubber is taken by homanaging partner a dhe 
sells it. In Sivapuram Division there are 10 workers iucluding women 
workers He has not accep ed compensation . In cross he admits that he 
has 1.ot particii aled in the conci iat on conferences which led 10 the various 
settlemen s He has no idea of the extent of land used for cach crop . He 
has only v ry little idea about oth :r de:ails. 

11. WW2 is anoth :r worke. and he ays that he is also working in this 
estate . There was n . work for ab ut 14 y :ars immediately after the agita 
tion fr tous. He w kod in Alak, le D vision where about 90 persons are 
working. In criss he .ays that th : esate nas closed for about 18 months 
commencing from 1973 July. He has no clear idea of the extent of acreage 
used for each c op. 

12. WW3 is the Secretary of Union No. 1. He proves all their documents. 
He refers to the bonus dispute whi hl.d to he strike . Tie str ke was fol. 
lowed by a lay-off wi hout compensation which ended in the closure. He 
refers to the conciliation co ferences and the settlemen s. He woul I say that 
the es ate is even ow working an I there is no closure. The workers are 
denied employmen only to wreak vengeance for having participated in the 
agitation. The managing partner who was running the estate is running it 
even now . He has got his own employers for working now . The manaze 
men lad taken a loan of abc ut 45 lakhs and they have nit used the entire 
amount for the estate purposes The management exorted pressure on the 
union and workers 10 ask for mo lean . This is the biggest estate in Can 
pano.e Dis!rict and they have not closed it. 

13. In cr ss he says that he has not enquired about the payment of com 
pinsati n to worker None of the workers belonging to his union have 
accepted it. He dors not know how many have accepted it To his know 
ledge his union was not approached with a scheme to work the estale by all 
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the workers together. This plantation was started in 1950 and the manag 
ing partner invested his own money for it. He does not know how much 
amount has been spent for clearing the forests and raising this plantation . 
He has only hear say information aboutthe amount received and ihe amount 
spent for raising the plantation . Hehas no knowledge about the attempts 
of the management to make th : Government purchase this estate ard run it . 
No represencation was given in 1972 to Government to take over this estate 
as no other remedy was available. The estate is not clused . 

14. WW4 is a monthly paid employee. He too speaks about the details 
of the estate referred to by the other witnesess. He repeits that even after 
the closure the estate is working . This is a malafide closure just t ) victimise 
the workers. 

15. In cross he says that no document is produced to show the extent of 
acreage now in possession of the manage i ent after the take over. He proves 
Ext. Mi a representation given to Government by the secretary of his union . 
In the representation the secretary has mentioned all the hardships facing 
themanagement. He doesnot know whether the representation requested the 
Government to take over the management of the estate . He admits that 
h : has signed Ext. M2. He does not know whether he has suggested any 
method to avert a closure in a joint conference held by all the parties and 
the manage nent. The persons who are now managing are not independent 
persɔns entrusted with the task of taking the produce alone. He docs nut 
know how many have accepted compensation . 

16. WW5 is a monthly paid employee belonging to the impleade union 
He says in accordance with what has been stated by WW4. 
17. WW6 in the general secretary of Union No. 2 . 

hen the manage 
ment refused to pay bonus even as per the agreement he started a hunger 
strike and after this the management agreed to pay this on or before 
31-12-1972 . Even then it was not paid . Toe workers belonging to Union 
No. I struck work but the members of his union did nct join this. During 
the stike period also they worked but they did not get wages. It is false to 
say that the managernent has closed down this estate. During one year they 
had not taken the harvested rubber. On 27-1-1974 the management agreed 
to give employment to all the workers is the designations in which they 
were working previously. The estate is even now working. There used to 
bec nciliation conſe ences. Workers are entitled to be employel without 
considering this clusure. There is a dispute regarding the bonus before the 
lahour Court. 

18. This he speaks in cross- examinati No effective sug es ion wasmade 
by the Management to continue with the working of the estate. Heh.s not 
taken part in any of the conferences convened to chalk out a programme 
for the effecti e working of the estate . He knows that the Government has 
taken over about 1000 acres of this « stite. He does not kiow whether the 
remaining post.ons are given to third parties on a sizare profit Lasis for 
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taking the produce. He does not know how much the estate owes to others . 
The surrender of land has not caused any loss to the Management. This is 
the gist of the evidence recorded on behalf of the uniji . 

19. MWI says that hewas a worker of the estate and he accepted com 
pensation when the est.te was cl sed down in 1973. After this closure 
various divisions are given to lessees for triking the produce. There a rose 
a dispute between those persons.nd the management and now a Court 
receiver is looking after the business of Sreepuram Maduvanam divisi»n . 
To his knowledge the managing partner has not looked into the aflai.s of 
this estate after closure. 

20. In cross he says that he does not remember whether he has given 
some evidence on behalf of the management in some of the criminal cases. 
Hehas : ot seen the documents by wiich portions have been leased out to 
some persons. His name will not be found in the muster roll. He docs not 
know what was the case before the court which appointed the receiver. 
This is the only evidence recorded on behalf of the management. 

21. The Management contendsthat this court is not empowered to 
adjudicate this issue since the industry is closed and the motive of closure is 
something which cannot be the subject matter of an Industrial Dispute. 
The Supreme Court in the case of Indi.n Hume Pipte Vs. Their workmen 
1969 (I) LLJ 242 consi, ered this question and it is held as follows: 

" It has been laid down in a series of decisions that it is not for 

Indstrial Tribunals lo enquire into the motive for closure to find 

out whether the clo ure is justified or not" 
" Once the Tribunal firds ihat an employer has closed its factory as a 
matter of fact it is not concerned to go into the question as to the 
m tive which guided him and to come to a conclusion that because 
of the previous history of the dispute between the employer and 
the employees the closure was not justificd . Such a closure cannot 
give rise to an Industrial Dispute ." 


. 


22. An earlier decision on this point is reported at 62-II-LLJ 228. The 
relevant port.on reads as follows: 

" It is also true that even if the dispute is tried by the Industrial 

Tritunal, at the very commencement the Industrial Tribunal will 
have to exar. ice as a preliminary issue the question as to whether 
the dispute referred to it is an industrial dispu e or 110t, and the 
drcision of this question w.uld inev tably depend upon the view 
which the Industrial Tribunal may take to whether the action 
taken by the appellant is a closure or lock out. The finding which 
the Industrial Tribunal may record on this preliminary issue will 
decide whether it has jurisdiction to deal with the merits of the 
dispule or not. If the finding is that the action of the appellant 
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amounts to a closure, there would be an end and to the proceedings 
before the Tribunal so far as the main dispute is concerned . if, 
on the other hand , the finding is that the action of the appellant 

amounts to a lock out which has been disguised as a closure, then 

- the Tribunal will be entitled to deal with the reference ." 
But here is a case where the union disputes the very factum of closure. 
The union contends very vehemently that there is no closure of this estate 
but only a pretence just to deny the rights of workmen . So the enquiry 
that is necessary in this case is not the motive for the closure but the fictum 
of closure itself 

23. Is there a closure of the Industry as a matter of fact. The reference 
to this Tribunal is made on the basis of an agreement between two unions 
and themanagement. This is slated 25-9-1974. This is Ext. W13 in this 
case. This is a copy from which it is seen that the managing partner , and 
the secretaries of the 2 unions have signed it . The second sentence shows 
that the managemen : shall see that work is restarted in th : estate by employ 
ing the workmen who were permanently employed in the estate. The 
management has not explained before this Tribunal the circumstances under 
which this sentence was incorporated in the agreement. It is not suggested 
the circumstances were such that they had to do it. In the absence of any 
such explanation it has to be inferred that the management at the time of 
eniering into this agreement exhibited their preparedness to restart the work 
in the estate employing their permanent imployees. If an industry is 
closed once for all there cannot be an occasion for such an undertaking. 
After referring to Ext. W13 settlement the managing partner asks one 
SriAppachan to give work to 36 wo kers in Sreepuram Madhuvanam estate. 
This letter is Ext. wil. It is stated that they were working there even 
previously . So when the management entered into Ext. W13 settlement 
ihey wanted to implement the settlement in full. Here also the manage 
ment has not chosen to offer any explanation to this letter. This letter 
along with Ext. W13 would show that the estate was at this time in the 
control of the managing partner and he had the authority to control the 
working in the estate and he had authorised persons responsible to continue 
with theworking of the estate , 

3 
24. WWs 1 and 2 says that they are employed in this estate under the 
management. The management had a duty cast on them to disprove this 
or offer their own explanation . They have not chosen to do both . 

25., As against this evider.ce tendered by the union the only evidence of 
Management is that ofMW1 who says that he was working under this estate 
and he has left the service receiving compensation . Headmits that various 
portions of this estate bearing different names bave been given on lease or 
licence to different persons and they are running the same. Even in the 
chief examination he does not say that the estate has been closed and has 
ceased functioning . The other evidence on which the management relies is 
Ext.M3, a judgment of the District Court, Tellicherry . This arose on the 
basis of a licence granted to take the usufructs fiom Sreepuram Madhuvanam 
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estates. The summary of facts available in this case would show that the 
licence was granted to take usufructs and the possession was not handed over 
to the licence . That was only for a period of one year . The plaintiff 
management reserve the right to conduct clearing, men suring and other 
maintenance work. It is seem that this licence was granted on 5-8-1974, 
afier the alleged closure . Themanagement was at liberty to establish the 
reasons or circumstances under which the estate is closed . It is easy to close 
down a fac o y by stopping production . But a plantation with crops to be 
harvested , the plants to be maintained cannot be closed down so easily. 
I for any reason it is aver d that there is closure the burden is heavily on 
the party who says so to establish that fact. The management has not 
cared to tender any evidence of its own to prove this. They refer to certain 
circumstances which existed long before the closure . The management is 
heavily indebted . It comes to Rs. 60 lakhs now . A large portion of the 
land have been taken away by the Government. They attempted to salvage 
by enlisting the support of influential persons and political parties of the 
locality including the union leaders. For this they rely on Ext. Miand M2. 
Ext: Mi is a letter addressed by E. S. U. S. I. to the Minister for Agri 
culture, Government ofKerala . This is dated 21-2-1972 . After delineating 
the hardships suffered by themanagement they request the Government to 
take over the management of the estate. Ext. M2 is the proceedings of a 
meeting held to d scuss ways and means to save the estate. It is seen that 
this was held on 24-6-1973 . The rep esentatives of trade unions, political 
parties and prominent citizens of the area met together. Most of the 
participants took part in the discussion. No final de:is on was taken in this 
meeting . It is also not seen that the management had declared at this 
meeting to close down this estate. It is seen from the proceedings that the 
management at one stage suggested that they are p epared to accept any 
proposal made by any-body to run the establishment in a better way . The 
management could have supplemented this by adducing proper evidence . 
Iconot th nk how far it would be correct if I say that the running of an 
estate consisting of severalacies and employing hundreds of workers is a 
matter to be left to be decided by a body which has no legal basis in its 
choice. It is not a public institutions or a charitable institution for which 
donationswill have to be collected and the opinion of the general body may 
be necessary t run it. At best th s will sh that the management wanted 
to enlist the s toport of all the political parties to pressurise the Government 
probably to get somemore aid or loan on concessions. 

26.1 If the management had definitely a p an to close down this estate 
with effect from 5-7-1973 they could have declared that intention on 
24-6-1973. The pleadings of the management do not show that any serious 
event had taken place between 24-6-1973 and 5-7-1973 warianting the 
immediate closure « f the estate . Ext . W22 is the closure notice dated 
5-7-1973. The management harps on the point that the Govern nunt has 
taken over a large portion of the land and the remaining land will not be 
sufficient for the coatinued working of the estate . There was a duty cast un 
the mana ement to prove the exact period or the date when this was taken 
over by the Government. 
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27. There is a reference to the loan taken from the Agricultural Refin 
ance Corporation on the basis of a scheme subunitted by the management. 
It is alleged that this is guaranteed by the Government of Kerala . Each 
instalment was being disbursed on the basis of reports sent and ratified by 
competent authorities. Under these circumstances one can naturally presume 
that this management must be maintaining proper accounts showing the 
income and expenditure. The land , if any, taken over by the Governmus 
must also be on the basis of proceedings issued by the Government from time 
to time. The enormous an ount of loan taken the vast extent of the land in 
their posession necessitates the conclusion that there must be proper accounts 
for all these transactions. Iftheir financial position has been so bad and 
closure was the only way out they could have produced the extracts before 
this Court to substantiate their contentions. They do not seem to have , 
attempted to explain their financial position even to the prominent citisens, 
representatives of political parties and representatives of trade unions who 
probably came in response to their call to discuss the possibilities of saving 
The estate from closure. In these circumstances this court is not in a 
position to say that the management had been put in such a hard 
predicament necessitating closure. 

28. Here is a case where the first union feels that the closure is declared 
only to wreak vengence and as a retaliatory measure just to leny en play 
ment to worker . Bonus for 1971-72 was not paid and a dispute arose about 
this. That was settled by a settlement dated 19-7-1972 . Themanagement 
agreed to pay 141% of the total earnings towards boaus for the year 1971. 
Since this was not paid there was again a dispute which ended in another 
settlement, Ext. W2. The Secretary of the union No. 2 staged " Nirahara 
Satyagraha " to press their demand for bonus. There was agreement to pay 
this amounton or before 31-12-1972. This was also not paid . The manago 
ment informed the unions that they do not have the funds to pay this 
amount. After a series of notices a strike notice was given by Union No. I 
and the strike commenced . This was followed by a lay off without compensati 
01Ultimately this ended with the alleged closure on 5-7-1973 as per Ext. 24 
notice. In this notice the management refers to two otices dated 10- +- 1973 
and 16-4-1973 . The earlier notice is available here that is Ext. W23. This 
is signed by the managing partner. This declares lay off oi the ground of 
strike started by the unions. Thenotice dated 16-4-1973 is not available 
and nothing can be said about it. Ext. W23 only refers to strike as the sole 
reason for the lay off. There is rcferenco to this in the closure notice also. 
So it can be inferred that in the absence of anyrebuttable evidence from the 
side of the management the management did this only because of th : strike 
started by the union . 

29. It is alleged that a large number of workers have accepted closure 
compensation and gratuity . The managenent must be having necessary 
documents to establish this . There are only pleadings and suggestions put 
to the union witnesses. There must be somebody responsible to represent 
the management who could have proved the payment of compensation to the 

GA , 180 / B 
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workers. That has not been done by the management for reasons best: 
known to them . So these circumstances cannot lead to a conclusion that 
Chere is a closure . 

30. From the facts elicited it can be gathered that the taking over of the 
land was not in 1973. So that was not the immediate cause for the alleged 
closure. It follows from all these circumstances that the estate is being run 
ky the old management by their own licences reserving for themselves the 
right to do themaintenance work and directing the licencees to employ the 
old workers. There is evidence to show that the very same workers continue 
to do the work uninterruptedly. The management by agreement under 
took to reconsider the closure and it is also proved that they have taken up 
follow up measures to implement this agreement. They are getting value of 
crops harvested through the licencees. 

31. The agitation started by Union No. I to press their demand for 
bonus for 1971-72 was later on converted to a lay off without compensation 
by the management. The immediate provocation for the management 
from the circumstances available was only the strike launched by Union 
No. I. A closure without closing down the business just to der.y the right 
of employn.entto workers cannot be said to be a bonafide closure. There is 
in fact no closure of industry. It is functioning even now . 

32. In view of this finding that there is no closure of the estate, the 
question of relief to be granted to the workers is to be decided here. All the 
unions in their statements say that the workers are entitled to wages for the 
period of closure. The two witnesses examined on behalf of Union No. I 
say that they continue to be employed in the estate .· Union witnesses 4 and 
5 have not state anything abouttheir right to get back wages for the period 
for which the estate remain closed . 

33. WW3 is the Secretary of the Union No. I. He does not say the 
number of persons who were employed and the other persons who were ... 
actually denied employment. No rate of wages are also said by him . He 
does not say that they are entitled to backwages. 

34. WW6 is the Secretary of the Union No. 2. In his evidence also 
these details are not available . The unions together have not furnished any 
of these particulars. In the absence of sufficient evidence and details I find 
that the workerswho have not been employed during this period are not 
entitled to wages. All the workers are entitled to be reinstated with 
continuity of service. 

I pass this award as stated above and this award shall 
in force 
on the expiry of 30 days after its publication in the Government Gazette. 


Calicut , 
30-6-1976 . 


R. K. VENU NA ) AR , 
Industrial Tribunal Calicut. 
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Appendix 
- ) . Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 

WW1: M.K. Kuttappan . 
WW2: P. N. Parameswaran Nair.. 
WW3: 

K. K. Gopalan . 
WW4: K.Sudhakaran Nair . 
WW5: K Raghavan Nair. 

WW6: T. V. Kammaran Nambiar . 
2 . Witness examined on the side of the Management : 

MWI: P. K.Abraham . 
Documents marked on the side of the Union : 
Ext. WI: Copy of the Memorandum of Settlement dated 19-7-1972. 
» W2: 

do . 

24-10-1972 . 
W3: 

Copy of notice dated 29-6-1967 issued by theManaging 
Partner to the workers. 
Copy of letter dated 31-12-1972 from the Managing 
Partner to Union No. I. 
Copy of strike notice dated 1-1-1973 . 
Copy of letter dated 29-1-1973 from the Management to 
Union No. I. 
Copy of letter dated 2-4-1973 from Union No. I to the 

Management. 
» W8: Copy of letter dąted 4-4-1973 from the Management to 

Union No. I. 
W9: 

Copy of letter dated 7-4-1973 from Upion No. I to the 
Management. 
Copy of letter dated 23-7-1974 from Union No. I to the 
Management. 
Copy of letter from Sri P. R. Ramavarma Raja to Sri 

Appachan. 
W12 : Printed Notice dated 8-6-1973 published by the Manage 

ment. 
Copy of the proceedings of the conference held on 
25-9-1974 by the District Labour Oficer , Cannanore. 
Copy of letter dated 9-1-1976 from the Inspector of 
Plantations, Manantoddy to the Uniors. 
List showing the date of joining of the employees in the 
Koliat Estate . 
Letter dated 23-4-1973 from E.S.U.S.I, to the Manage 
ment. 
Letter dated 10-7-1973 from the E.S.U.S.I.the Manage 
ment. 
Letter dated 3-8-1973 from Sri Ramavarniaraja to Srl 
Sudliakaran , 


» W7: 
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» W10 : 
» W11 : 


» W13: 


» W14: 


» W15 : 
» W16 : 
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» W22: 


Ext.W19 : Letter dated 7-10-1975 of Sri M.A. Raghavan Na ir . 

Letter dated 30-10-1974 from Sri Ramavarma Raja to 

E.S.U.S.I. 
W21: Loiter dated 10-9-1975 from Sri Ramavarma Rają to Sri 

Sudhakaran Nair . 
Letter dated 28-3-1974 from the Managem eat to 
E.S.U.S.I. 
Lay- off Notice dated 19-4-1973. 

Notice dated 5-7-1973 closing the estate. 
Documents marked on the side of the Union : 
Ext, MI: 

Copy of letter dated 21-2-1972 fro.n E.S.U.S.I.addressed 

to the Minister for Agriculture. 
M2: Minutes Book of the conference dated 24-5-1973. 
M3: 

Order dated 21-11-1975 of the District Judge, Tellicherry 
in C.M.A.Nos. 61/75 and 63/75. 


» W23: 
» W24 : 
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Kerala Gazette No. 34 dated 24th August 1976 
PART I 


COVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare ( C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 31924 /C2 /75/LA & SWD. , Dated, Trivandrum , 5th August 1976 , 

• The following draft of an amendment to the Kerala Municipalities and 
Corporations ( Payment of Advances to Employees ) Rules, 1968 published as 
S. R. O. No. 282/69 dated the 28th December , 1968 in the Kerala Gazette 
No. 29 dated the 22nd July, 1969 which the Government of Kerala propose 
to make in exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (1) of section 314 
of the Kerala Municipalities Act, 1960 (14 of 1961) , read with rule 41 in 
Schedule II to the said Act and subsection (1) of section 367 of the Kerala 
Municipal Corporations, Act, 1961 (3 of 1961) read with rule 1 in 
Schedule III to the said Act is hereby published for general information as 
required by section 345 of the Kerala Municipalities Act, 1960 and section 
368 of the Kerala Municipalities Act, 1961. 

Notice is hereby given that the draft will be taken up for consideration 
on or after 15-9-1976 and that any objections or suggestions which may be 
received in respect of the said draft will be considered by Government 
Objections and suggestions shall be addressed to the Special Secre a y 
Government, Local Administration & SocialWelfare Department, Secretariat, 
Trivandrum . 

AMENDMENT 
In the said rules, after rule 9, the following shall be inserted , namely : 

9A . The disbursement of the pay and allowances of Class II 
and IV officers in connection with religious festivals shall be governed bythe 
jollowing rules: 

: (i) Easter, Ramzan , Bakrid , Depavali and Christmas will be 
treated as religious festivals for the purposes of these rules. 

(ii ) In cases where the religious festivals mentioned above fall on 
any day after the 28th of a month, the pay and allowances of the Class III 
and IV officers for thatmonth will be drawn and disbursed on the last two 
working days prior to the date of the festivals. 

( iii) In cases where the religious festivals fall on any day before 
the first working day of a month , the pay and allowances of the Class III 
and IV officers for the previous month will be drawn and disbursed on the 
last two working days of the previous month . 

G. 1589 
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( iv ) In cases where such festivals fall after the 15th of a month 
an .dv anceof 50 per ent of the pay and allowances of the Class III 
and IV officers for the month (rounded to the nearest rupee ) shall be drawn 
and disbursed on the last two working days prior to the date of the festivals, 
to be recouped from the pay for the month . 

(v) The drawal and disbursement of pay and allowances accord 
ing to these Jules shall be made with reference to the nature of the festivals 
and the section of Class III and IV officers celebrating them as indicated 
below : 
Dipavali 

Hindu - Class III and IV Officers. 
Easter and Christmas Christian - Class III and IV Officers . 
Ramzan and Bakrid Muslim --Class III and IV Officers . 


By order of the Governor , 
N. GOPALAKRISHNAN Nam , 

Special Secretary. 


Lerala Gesond No. 94 darod 24tb August 1976 . 
PART 1 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
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Abstra 
KERALA DESTITUTE PENSION SCHEME RULE , 1979 - AMENDMENT 

TO Ruls 4 (b ) (1 ), ( 2 ) AND (3 ) - INUED . 


LOCAL ADMINISTRATION AND SOCIAL WELFARE 

( E ) DEPARTMENT 
G.O.(P ) No. 18986/LA & SWD. Dated , Trivandrum , 11th August 1976. 


Read:-1. 

2 . 


G. O. (P ) No. 1415/73 /LA & SWD dated 3-8-1973 . 
G. O .. (P ) 100/76 /LA & SWD dated 27-4-1976 . 


ORDER 


Government are pleased to inue the following notification 


NOTIFICATION 
Government of Kerala hereby make the following amendment to the 
Rules for the Kerala Destitute Pension Scheme issued in G.O. ( P ) No. 
1915 /73/LA & SWD dated 3-8-1973, as amended by G. O ( P ) 100/76 /LA & 
SWD dated 27-4-1976 , namely : 


AGENDMINT 


In the said rules , in rule 4 (b ), (1), (2 ) and (3 ) the words and igures 
"Rs. 40 per mensem " wherever they occur shall be substituted by the 
words and figures Rs. 50 per menscm " . 


By order of the Governor 
N. GOPALAKRISHNAN NAIR , 
Special Secretary . 

(n.1.a ) 
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The Secretary , Board of Revenec, Trivandrum 
The District Collectors. 
The Director of Municipalities. 
The Director of Panchayats. 
The Commissioners , Corporations of Trivandrum , Cochin and Calicut . 
The AccountantGeneral, Kerala , Trivandrum . 
The Director of Public Relations. 


Kerala Gazette No. 34 dated 24th August 1976 
PART 3 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
TAXES — THE AGRICULTURAL INCOME- TAX AND SALES- TAS (GRANT OF 

REWARD ) RULES, 1976– ISSUED 


GO. (P ) 100 /76 / TD 


TAXES (B ) DEPARTMENT 

Dated , Trivandrum , 13th August 1976. 


Read :- From the Board of Revenue correspondence resting wtih letter 

No. 06-52101/74 / TX dated 10-4-1976 . 


ORDER 


The Government hereby make the following rules, viz., the Agricultural 
Income tax and Sales- tax (Grant of Reward ) Rules, 1976 . 
THE AGRICULTURAL INCOME- TAX AND SALES-TAX (GRANT OF REWARD) 

RULES, 1976 . 
1. Tille, extent and commencement.- (i) These rules may be called the 
Agricultural Income-tax and Salts-tax (Grant of Reward ) Rules, 1976. 

(i ) They shall extend to the whole of the State of Kerala . 

(iii) They shall come into force atonce. 

2. Elig bility of rewards.- (i) Rewards may be granted to informants 
where information, documents or other evidence furnished by them hasresul 
ted in the assessment and collection of taxes on suppressed turnover on which 
tax is leviable under the Kerala General Sales-lax Act, 1963 or Central Sales 
tax Act, 1956 and und sclosed agricultural income on which tax is leviable 
under the Agricultural Income- tax Act, 1950. 

(ii) The officers of the Agricultural Income tax and Sales-tax Depart. 
ment shall not be deemed as informants and they shall not be entitled to 
reward under these rules 

G. 1633 
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3. Mode of giving information.-- (i) The informants shall give written 
statements of informition and evidences as far as possible, if the information 
or help is being given in the expectation of a reward . These statements are 
required as proof of bona fides and not necessari y for use as evidence in 
asscs,ment proceedings. 

( ii ) If the informer derides that his identity should not be disclosed 
the assessee his wishes shall be complied with to the extent that such 
compliance does not prejudice the va.ue of information or evidence supplied 


by him . 


. 


(iii) No reward shall be granted if the information furnished is of a 
to vague and general nature, nor should any reward be granted in respect of 
any incider tal benefits which may arise to revenus in other cases as a result 
of information furni hed by the in ornint. Only gain to revenue direc.ly 
attributable to the in oration furnished should be rewarded . 

(iv) Where the informant makes his first approach to an officer 
subordina e to the Deputy Commisioner of Sales-tax, the officer shall 
immediately send a secret report o ihe Deputy Commisioner of Ag icul 
tural Income tax and Sales-tax (Int ) by name giving Iriri particul rs of hc 
informant, he io fora ation given and the act on rood to he tiken . The 
Deputy Commisi ner (Int ) sha l arrange to keep himself informed of the 
dev.lopmentin the relevant a se«:ment cases.. 

(v) No promise shall be given to he informers either as to the 
quantum of reward or as to the grant of any reward at all. 

(vi) after he assessment or re-asses ment in the case is completed , 
the officer concerned may subui proposals to the Deputy Commissioner of 
Agricultural Incomc-tax and Sales-tex (Int.) for the grant of a reward . 

( ) In making recomm ndati in con- idera inn should also be given 
to (i) the extra a nount oftax sealised (ii) he extent of the help rendered by 
the in o mer in the st ape of evidence, docuinents etc. (iii) the risk , trouble, 
experise, odium and sacrifice incurred by the inforner and (iv) the 
informer s bnancial position . 

4. Scal. of reward.- (i) No definite Scale is laid down, but the reward 
shall not exceed 5 % of the additinal tax realised as a result of the inform 
tion or assistance (sutject to a maximum of Rs. 2,500 ). 

(ii) No reward shall be granted unl ss as a result of the information 
addisional tax due is actuslly realised , but the di bursement of the amount 
may be in one or more instalments not exceeding- 5 per cent of the tax 
additionally realised from ti ne to time. 

5. PowTS to grant rewards.- ) The Board of Revenue shall be 
competent to grant rewards in each case up to Rs. 1,000 . 

(ii) The Board of Re enu : may also sanction at its discretion an 
expend ture not exceed ng rupect one hundred ia eac i case for the employ . 
ment of informesor for any oher pur, ose con..ec.el wi h the preventi n or 
detection of suppression or evasion of agricultural income tax or sales-tax . 
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( iii) The aggregate expenditure incurred in one financial year towards 
grant of reward shall not exceed Rs. 15,000 ( Rupees fifteen thousand only) . 

6 Cases requiring Courrnment sanction.- (i) In all cases where the 
reward proposed and expenditure to be incurred exceeds the amounts men 
tioned in rule 5 , previous sanction of the Government shall be obtained . 

(ii ) Reward in special cases may with the previous sancion of the 
Government, be made in any form other than cash rewards. 

7. Adjustment of payments made to informants.- If any reward is ultimately 
sanctioned to any informant, the amount advanced if any , under Rule 5 (ii) 
sball be adjusted at the time of sanction of the reward . 

8 Restrictions for the grant of rewards in cises subject to appeal.- (i) Sub 
ject to the provisions in rulc 4, in cases subject to appeal no reward shall be 
granted unles the appeal if preferred has been disposed of or when no 
appcal has been preferred until the expiry of the period fixed for appcal. 

( ii ) No reward shall be granted when an assessment or convi :tion 
has been quashed on appeal on the ground that the evidence for the 
prostcu ion is false . 

(iii ) No reward shall be given to any person who subsequent to his 
good work , hassided with the accused in his deposition before the court or 
who is remarked by the court to have acted wrongly or maliciously in the 
deiection or investigation of the case . 

9. Procedure for grant of rewaads. - Whenever a reward is to be gran ed 
the assessing officer hal prtpaie and forward to he Deputy Commissioner 
of Agricultural Income-lax and Sales-tax (Injelligence) a statement of the 
case as also the recommendations in respect of the reward to be granted . 
On r.ceipt ofsuch staten.ent the Deputy Commisioner may make his own 
recommendations 10 the Board of Revenue. On receipt of sanction the 
asse siog officer concerned will draw and disburse the amount. 

10. Limitat ons. - Giant of reward is always a matter of discretion and 
nothing in these ru es shall be construed as conferring a legal right on any 
person to claim a reward . 

By order of the Governor , 
J. S. JESUDHASAN, 

Secretary . 
TO 

The Secretary ( Taxes), Board of Revenue, Trivandrum . 
The Finance Department. 
The Accounian General Trivandrum 
The Director of Public Relations. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Food ( B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No.8198 /B3/76 /Food 

Dated , Trivandrum , 18th August 1976 . 
The following inctif cation No. 450 (E ) dated 29-7-1976 of the Govern 
ment of India, Ministry of Agriculture, Department of Food, published in 
the Extraordinary Gazette of India dated 29th July 1976 Sravana 7, 1898 , 
Saka , Part II , Section 3, Subsection (i) is here by republished for general 
information , 


By order of the Governor, 

B. VASANTHI, 
Under Secretary. 


GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 
Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation 

(Department of Food ) 


NOTIFICATION 


New Delhi, the July 29 , 1976 . 
G. S. R. 490 ( E ).- Whereas certain draft rules further to amend the 
. : Rice Milling Industry (Regulation and Licensing) Rules, 1959 , wene 
** published as required by subsection (1 ) of section 22 of the Rice Milling 

Industry (Regulation ) Act, 1958 (21 of 1958 ), at pages 355 to 358 of the 
Gazette of India , Extraordinary, Part II, Section 3, Subsection (i) dated the 
181h February 1976 , under the notification of the Government of India , 
Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation (Department of Food), No. G. S.R. 
87 (E ) dated the 18th February 1976 , inviting objections and suggestions 
from all persons likely to be affected thereby before the expiry of a period 
ot forty- five days from the date on which the copies of the official gazette 
in which the said notification was published were made available to the 
public; 

And whereas the said gazette was made available to the public on 
18th Febru ry , 1976 ; 


. 


.. 


6. 1635 
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And whereas the objections and suggestions received from the public 
have been considered by the Central Government; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby makes the following rules further 
to amend the Rice Milling Industry (Regulation and Licensing ) Rules. 1959 , 
namely : 

1. (1) These rules may be calle1 the Rice Milling Industry 
(Regulation and Licensing) Anendment Rules, 1976 . 

(2 ) They shall come into force at once . 
2. In th : Rice Milling Industry (Regulation and Licensing ) Rules, 


1959, 


( 1) in rule 3, 

(i) in sub -rule (2), after the words adequate supply of rice" , the 
words " and whether the proposed mill shill help in avoiding wastages and 
improve quality of rice and other by-products through the adoption of 
modern techniques " shall be inserted ; 

( ii) in sub-rule (3 ), for clauses (a ), (b ) and (c ), the following 
clauses shall be respectively substituted namely : 

“ (a ) in case the proposed mill consists of one or more than one 

huller, the applicant shall ensure that no such huller is 
utilised for dehusking paddy and that for the purpose of 
such dehusking such applicant instals a rubber roll sheller 
or centrifugaldehusker along with a paddy cleaner and a 
paddy separator at any time before such establishment or 
recommencement of milling operations in a defunct rice 
mill , provided that in the case of a single huller, the 
dehusker, paddy cleaner and paddy separator may be 
installed either individual separate units or be 

incorporated into one integrated composite mill; 
(b) in case the proposed mill is a sheller -cum-huller type.Athe 

applicant shall ensure that 
(i) he instals a rubber roll sheller with a paddy cleaner and 

a paddy separator for purposes of dehusking paddy; 
(ii) he utilises the huller only for the polishing of rice till ! 

such time as directions to the contrary are received by 

him from the said authority or the licensing officer ; and 
(c ) in case the proposed mill is a sheller type, the applicant 

shall ensure that he instals a rubber roll sheller fitted with 
a paddy cleaner and paddy separator" ; 


1 


as 


3 


( ii) for 


(2 ) in the schedule, in form IV , in clause 3, in condition (3D ), 

(i) in the opening paragraph , after the words The licensee , the 
words holding a valid licence prior to the coming into force of the Rice 
Milling Industry (Regulation and Licensing) Amendment Rules , 1976, shall 
• be inserted; 

paragraph (a), the following paragraph shall be 
substituted , namely: 

" (a) where the rice mill consists of a single huller or more than 

one huller, 
(i) he shall not utilise the huller for dehusking paddy, but 

utflise it only for polishing rice, and 
(ii ) he shall instal either a rubber roll sheller or a centri 
fugal dehusker with paddy cleaner 

and paddy 
separator " ; 
(iii) in paragraph (b ), in sub -paragraph (ii ), for the letter and 
words " a rubber roller" , the letter and words a rubber roll sheller" 
shall be substituted ; 

( iv ) to condition (3D ), the following proviso shall be added , 
namely: 

“ Provided that in the case of a rice mill licensed prior to the 30th 
April, 1975, the Licensing Officer may, for sufficient reasons to be recorded 
in writing, further extend the said period by another two years, beyoad the 
date of expiry of the period of 5 years " . 

(Sd. ) 

L. C. GUPTA, 
Joint Secretary to the Government of India . 
[No. 10 (4 )/73-WT(III)/ D & R ( 1)-37] 
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കേരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയമ നിയമ നിർമ്മാണംഎ ) വകുപ്പ് 


പരസ്യം 


നമ്പർ 7568 ലെജ”. ( എ ) 2176 / ലാ . തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1976 മേയം 24 

1898 ജ്യേഷ്° o . 3 . 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭയുടെ താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ആക്ററ് പാതുജനങ്ങ 
ളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ അപ് സി 8 °ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . നിയമസഭ പാസാ 
ക്കിയ പ്രകാരമുളള ബില്ലിന് 1976 q മയം 22 -ാം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണരുടെ അനുമതി 
ലടിക്കുകയുണ്ടായി. 

ഗവർണ്ണരുടെ ഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

കെ , വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ , 
നിയമവകുപ്പ് അഡീഷണൽ സെക്രട്ടറി, 


1976 - ലെ 24.0 . തകഴ 


1976- ലെ കേരള ധനവിനിയോഗ ( 3 -ാം നമ്പർ) ആക dio 


1968 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവസാനിച്ച സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തിൽ 
ചില ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്ക് അനുവദിച്ച തുകകളിൽ കവിഞ്ഞ് ആ ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കും 
ആ വർഷത്തേക്കും ചിലവാക്കിയ തുകകൾ നേരിടുന്നതിന്, കേരളസംസ്ഥാന 
സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ നിന്നും ധനം വിനിയോഗിക്കുവാൻ അധികാരപ്പെടുത്ത 
ന്നതിന് വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്ന ഒരുക° oo . 


* 


പീഠിക, -1968 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവസാനിച്ച സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷ 
ത്തിൽ ചില 

ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്ക്, ആ ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കും ആ വർഷത്തേക്കും 
അനുവദിച്ച തുകകളിൽ കവി ഞ്ഞ് ചിലവാക്കിയ തുകകൾ നേരിടുന്നതിന 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ നിന്ന് ധനം വിനിയോഗിക്കുവാൻ 
അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിന് വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നത് യുക്തമാ യിരിക്കയാൽ 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ ഇരുപത്തയ്യാ. സംവൽസരത്തിൽ 
പറയും പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേര്.- ഈ ആക്ററിന് 1976- ലെ കേരള ധനവിനിയോഗ 
(3 -ാം നമ്പർ) ആക്°oo എന്ന പേർ പായാം, 
G 1462 


താണ 
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2. 1968 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവസാനിച്ചവർഷത്തെ ചില അധികച്ചില 
വുകൾ നേരിടുന്നതിന് കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽനിന്നും 
43,00,171 രൂപ നൽകൽ. - പട്ടിക( 2)- . കോളത്തി ൽ പ്രത്യകംപറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള ആവ 
ശ്യങ്ങൾ സംബന്ധിച്ച് 1968 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവസാനിച്ച സാമ്പത്തിക 
വർഷത്തിൽ, ആ ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കും ആ വർഷത്തേക്കും അനുവദിച്ച തുകകളിൽ 
കവിഞ്ഞ ചിലവാക്കിയ തുകകൾ നേരിടുന്നതിന് പട്ടിക്( 3) -ാം കോള ത്തിൽ, 
(പ്രത്യകം പറയുന്ന നാൽപ്പത്തിമൂന്ന് ലക്ഷത്തി നുററി എഴുപത്തിയൊന്ന 
രൂപാ മൊത്തം വരുന്ന സംഖ്യ കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ നിന്നും 
നൽകുന്നതിനും, ഉപയോഗിക്കുന്നതിനും അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തിയിരുന്നതായി 
കരുതേണ്ടതാണ്. 

3. ധനവിനിയോഗം.- ഈ ആക° ററുപകാരം കേരള സംസ്ഥാന 
സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ നിന്ന് നൽകുന്നതിനും ഉപയാഗിക്കുന്നതിനും, അധി 
കാരം നൽകിയിട്ടുള്ളതായി കരുതപ്പെട്ട തുകകൾ 1968 മാർച്ച് 31-ാം തീയതി 
അവസാനിച്ച സാമ്പത്തികവർഷം സംബന്ധിച്ച് പട്ടികയിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന 
ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കും കാര്യങ്ങൾക്കും വിനിയോഗിച്ചതായി കരുതപ്പെടേണ്ടതാണ്. 


പട്ടിക 
( 2-9, 3- • വകുപ്പുകൾ നോക്കുക) 


(1) 


(2 ) 


( 3 ) 


അ ധികം 


ഡിമാനം 
നമ്പർ 


ആവശ്യങ്ങളും 
കാര്യങ്ങളും 


നിയമസം വോട്ടു 
ചെയ്തത് 
രൂപ 


സഞ്ചിത നിധിയിൻ 
മേൽചുമത്തിയത് 
രൂപ 


രൂപ 


XIII 
XXII 
XXXII 
XLVI 


1,20,669 
8,91,897 
19,12,217 


പോലീസ് 
ക്യഷി 
ലാസചന. 
ലസേചനം സംബന്ധിച്ച 
മൂലധനച്ചെലവ് 
പൊതുമരാമത്ത്പണി സംബന്ധിച്ച 
മൂലധന ചെലവ്. 
oc റു പണി സംബന്ധിച 
മൂലധനച്ചിലവ് 


1,20,669 

8,91,891 
19,12 211 
3,07,572 


3,07,572 


XLVII 


10,62,319 


I0,62,319 


XLVIII 


5,497 


5,497 


29,24,783 


13,75,388 


43,00,171 


രിയായ മ 


എ . പി , പെരുമാൾ , 
ഡിഷനൽ ഫഡ ( ടാൻസാർ , 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture (Co- operation ) Department 

ORDER 


. 


G.O.MS. No. 274 /76 / AD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 11th August 1976 . 
S. R. O. No. 878 /76. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 
181 of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Rules, 1969, the Government of 
Kerala hereby exempt the Kerala State Co-operative Bank Lid ., from the 
provisions of sub rule (1) of rule 129 of the said rules subject to the condition 
ihat the maximum emoluments payable to an employee shall not exceed 
Rupees Two thousand per mensem . 

By order of the Governor, 

K. L. N. Ro, 

Secretary 


1 


Explanatory Note 
Rule 189 (1) of the Kerala Co- operative Societies Rules, 1969 prescribes 
the minimum and o aximum of total emoluments payable to an employee of 
a co -operative Society . The maximum amount prescribed is Rs. 1600 p. m . 
In t rms of section 80 of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Act, 1969, the 
staff strength and the scales of pay for the different p sts in the Kerala State 
Co- operative Bank have been incorporated and specified in Appendix III 
[ Item I (a ) to Rule 189]. Besides the pay according to the scale of pay 
notified by the Government, the employees of the Kerala State Co -operative 
Bank are paid dearness allowance and variable dearness allowance with 
the sancion of the Government. Now the Registrar of Co-operative 
Societiei has requested thatthe Kerala State Co -operative Bank may be 
exempted from the operation of Rulc 189 (1) of the Kerala Co- operative 
Socieries Rules, 1969 as the Bank is paying emoluments to two of their 
employees exceeding the limit of Rs 1600 p . m . specified in rule 189 (i) 
of the Kerala Co- operative Societies Rules, 1969 . Government have 
examined the request and they have decided 10 exempt the Kerala State 
Co -opera Bank from ih : operation of Rule 189 (i) of the Kerala Co 
operative Societies Rules, 1969 subject to the condition that the maximum 
cmoluments payable to an employce shall not exceed Rs. 2000 p.m. 


G , 1594 
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(TOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
RULES - KERALA SERVICE RULES - RULE 114 PART I 

KERALA SERVICE RULES - AMENDMENT ISSUED . 


FINANCE (RULES) DEPARTMENT 
G. O , P No. 228/76 Fin . Dated , Trivandrum , 2nd August 1976 . 


Read .- 1. G. O. (P ) 570 /64/ Fin . dated 12-8-1964. 

2. G. O. (P ) 759 /64/Fin . dated 9-11-1964. 
3. G. O. (P ) 483 /66 /Fin . dated 1-11-1966 . 
4. Letter No. TM II/10-56 /353/1 dated 31-3-1976 from the 
Accountant General, Kerala . 

1 ORDER 
The question of simplification of the existing procedure for payment of 
leave salary to Government employees proceeding on leave while in foreign 
service has been engaging the attention ofGovernment and they are pleased 
to issue the following notification . 

NOTIFICATION 
S. R. O. No : 879 /76. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
( 1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 ( 19 of 1968 ), read 
with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby make the following 
amendments to Kerala Service Rules, namely: 

AMENDMENT 

C. S. No. 299/76 
In Part I of the said rules, for rule 114, the following rule shall be 
substituted , namely : 

“ 114. Leave to officers on foreign service will be sanctioned by the 
foreign employer " . 

By order of the Governor, 
R. PARAMESWARAN NAIR , 

Joint Secretary 
G , 1587 
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The Accountant General, Kerala . 
All Heads of Departments and Offices. 
All Departments and Sections of the Secretariat. 
The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission (with G. L.) 
The Registrar, High Court of Kerala 
The Registrar, University of Kerala / Calicut and Cochin 
All Officers of the Secretariat 
The Secretary to Governor. 
The Private Secretary to Chief Minister. 
The Private Secretaries to other Ministers. 
The Strnographer to the Chief Secretary 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


RULES - KERALA SERVICE RULES - NOTE UNDER RULE 81 - PART I 

KERALA SERVICE RULES - INTRODUCED 


FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
G.O. ( P ) No. 230/ 76 /Fin . Dated, Trivandrum , 3rd August 1976 . 


Read : - ( 1) G.O. Ms. 23 /76/G.Edn . dated 11-2-1976 . 
( 2) Letter No. TM . II/ 12-28 /Leave/31/ 287 dated 27-4-1976 

from the Accountant General, Kerala . 


NOTIFICATION 
S. R. O. No. 880 /76. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968), 
read with section 3 thereof , the Government of Kerala hereby make the 
following amendment to the Kerala Service Rules, namely: - 


AMENDMENT 
C. S. No. 300/76 . 

In part I of the said rules, in rule 81 after Note 5 the following Note 
shall be iaserted , namely : 
" Note 6.- The Heads of Nursery Schools shall be treated as non 

vacation staff ” . 
This amendment shall be deeined to have come into force with effect 
on and from the 11th day of February, 1976 . 


By order of the Governor , 

K. J. THOMAS, 
Deputy Secretary. 


G. 1597 
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Explanatory Note 
In the Government order read above it has been ordered that Heads 
of Nursery Schools will be considered as non- vacation officers. With a 
vicw to codify these orders Government are pleased to issu : the above 
notification , 


TO 


The Accountant General, Kerala 
All Heads of Departments and Offices 
All Deparıments and Sections of Secretariat 
The Secretary , Public Service Commission ( with C.L. ) 
The Registrar , High Court of Kerala 
The Registrar, University ofKerala /Calicut and Cochin 
All Officers of the Secretariat. 
The Secretary to Governor. 
The Private Secretary to Chief Minister . 
The Private Secretaries to other Ministers. 
The Stenographer ID the Chief Secretary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 24639/E2/76/LBR . 

Dated , Trloandrum , 13th August 1976 . 
S. R. O.No. 881 /76. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 87 of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1948 (Central Act 34 of 
1948), Government of Kerala hereby exempt 

the 

Kerala 
University Press , Trivandrum from theoperation of the said Act for a jurther 
perind of one year wish effect from 9th july 1976 up to and inclusive of 
8th July 1977, 

2. The above cemption is subject to the following conditions, 
namely : 

( 1) The employer of the said factory shall submit in respect of the 
period during which that factory was subject to the operation of the said 
Act (hereinafter referred to as the said period ), such returns in such form 
and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the 
said period under the Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations 
1950 ; 

(2) Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation ander subsection 
( 1) of section 45 of the said Act, or other official of the Corporation 
authorised in this behalf shall, for the purposes of 

(i) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted 
onder subsection (1 ) of section 44 for the said period ; or 

( ii) ascertaining whether registers and records were malo 
cained as required by the Employees State Insurance (General) Regula. 
tions, 1950 for the said period ; or 

( iii) ascertaining whether the inployecs continue to be entitled 
to benefits provided by the employer in cash and kind being benefits 
in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this noti 
fication ; or 

(iv ) ascertaining whether any of the pri of the Act had 
been complied with during the period when such provisions were in force 
in relation io the said factory be empowered to 

(a) require the principal or immediate employer to furnish to 

him such information as he may consider necessary i or 
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(h ) enter any factory, establishment, office or other prernisés 

occupied by such principal or immediate employer at any 
reasonable timeand require any person found in chargo 
thereof to produce to such Inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine such documents, books and other 
documents relating to the employment of persons and pay. 
ment of wages or to furnish to himn such information as bo 

may consider necessary ; or 
(c) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or 

Servant or any person found in such factory, establishment, 
office or other premises, or any person whom the said 
Inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to 
have been an employec ; 

4 
(d ) make copies of or take extracts from , any register, account 

book orother document maintained in such factory, establish . 
ment, offioc or other premises. 

By order of the Governor , 
U.MAHABALA RAO , 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Noto 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
Its general purport.) 

The Kerala University Press , Trivandrum is eligible for exemption 
under section 87 of the employees State Insurance Act. 

This notification is issued to achieve the above object. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 45029/A2/ 76/Home 

Dated, Trivandrum , ICth August 1976 . 
SR 0. No. 834/76. - In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub 
section ( 3) of section 1 of the Police Forces (Restriction of Rights) Act, 1966 
( Central Act 33 of 1966), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the 
Ist day of September 1976 as the date on which the said Act shall come 
into force in the State of Kerala . 


By order of the Governor, 
S. NARAYANASWAMY, 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
The Police Forces (Restriction of Rights) Act, 1966 (Central Act 33 
of 1966 ) was enacted by Parliament in 1966. The purpose was to provide 
for the restriction of cert.in rights conferred by Part III of the Constitution 
in their application to the members of the Forces charged with maintenance 
of public order so as to ensure the proper discharge of their du ies and the 
maintenance of discipline among them . It is found necessary to extend the 
provisions of thesaid Act to this state as provided in subsection (3) of 
section 1 of the said Act. The notification serves the above purpose. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Publio Works (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 
No. 50729/ E2/75 / PW . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 12th August 1916 . 


(1) 
S. R. O. No. 885 /76.- Whereas the Parakadavu Panchayat has in 
ito resolution dated the 10th April 1975 , requested that the provisions 
of the Kerala Buildings (Lease ant Rent Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 1965 ) 
shall be applied to Kodussery and Kurumassery Wards ( Ward Nos. If 
and VI) within that Panchayat. 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub section 
(3) of section 1 of the Kerala Buildings ( Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala hereby apply all the 
provisions of the said Act to the Kodussery and Kurumassery Wards 
( Ward Nos. III and VI) of the Parakadavu Panchayat in Ernakulam 
District with effect froin the date of publication of this polifcation in the 
Gazette. 


S. E. O. No 885/ 26. - In exere se of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 1) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965 ), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the 
Munsiff , having jurisdiction over the Kodussery and Kurumassery Wards 
(Ward Nos. III and VI) of the Parakadavu Panchayat arca in Ernakulim 
District, to be the Rent Control Court for the said area , with effect from 
the date of publication of this notification in the Gazette. 


S. R. O. No. 887/76 .-- In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 2) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings ( Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965 ), the Goveroment of Kerala hereby appoint the 
Tahsildar, having jurisdiction over the Kodussery and Kurumassery Wards 
(Ward Nos. III and V :) of the Parakadavu Panchayat area in Ernakulam 
District, to be thc Accommodation Controller for the said area , with effect 
from the date of publication of this notificaring in she Gazette . 
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(iv ) 
S. R. O.No. 888 /76. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a ) 
of subsection (1 ) of section 18 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Reni 
Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala hereby conifer 
on the subordinate Judge or the Principal Subordinate Judge, as the case 
may be, having jurisdiction over the Kodussery and Kurumassery Wards 
(Ward Nos. III and VI) of the Parakadavu Panchayat arra in Ernakulam 
District, the powers of the Appellate Authority for the purposes of the said 
Act in the said area with effect from the date of publication of this noti 
fication in the Gazette . 

By order of the Governor, 
M. C. RAJA RAJA VARMA, 

Deputy Secretary.com 
Explanatory Note 
( This does aux form part of the inbove notificacions, but is intended do 
indicate their general purport.) 

The Parakadavu Panchayat in Ernakular District has 
resolution No. 97 dated 10-4-1975 requested Government to extend the 
provisions of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 
in the Kodussery and Kurumassery Wards (Ward Nos. III and VI) of 
the Panchayat. Under section 1 (3 ) of the said Act, Govern 
ment can extend the provisions of the Act to any area of the State 
by a notification in the Gazette, provided that such notification shall be 
supported by a resolution passed by the local authority of the area affected 
by the notification . The above notifications are to achieve the above 
purposeand issued on the request of the Panchayat concerned . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare ( C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


A 


No.G. O (Rt.) 2200 /76 /LA & SWD Dated , Trivandrum , 11th August 1976 . 

S. R. O No. 889 76. — Under section 36 « f the Kerala Municipalities 
Act, 1960 (14 of 1961), read with rule 8 of the Kerala Municipalities 
(Election of Chairman and Vice Chairman ) Rules, 1961 it is hereby notified 
that Sri N. Rajappan Nair, Municipal Councillor, Vaikom has been elected 
as the Vice- Chairman of the Municipal Council, Vaikom . 


By order of the Governor, 

N. P. BHASKARAN , 
Deputy Secretary. 


Esplanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the notification but is intended to 
indicate its general purport.) 

The Municipal Council. Vaikom at its meeting held on 14-6-1976 has 
elected Sri N. Rajappan Nair , Municipal Councillor, Vaikom as its Vice 
Chairman . Under section 36 of the Kerala Municipalities Act, 1960 the 
election of Vice - Chairman shall be notified in the Gazette. The notification 
is intended to achieve the above purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
RULES - KERALA SERVICE RULES - LEAVE ON MEDICAL CERTIFICATE- 
SENDING AN OFFICER BEFORE MEDICAL BOARD - RULE 118 PART I 

KERALA SERVICE RULES - AMENDMENTS ISSUED 


FINANCE (RULES) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) 233/76 / Fin . 

Dated , Trivandrum 4th August 1976 . 


Read:-- 1 . Letter No. B1-16648 /70 dated 17-12-1971 

from the Registrar of High Court, Kerala . 
2 . Letter No. 7264/R2/72 /Fin . dated 1-11-1973 

to the Registrar of High Court, Kerala . 
3. Letter No. TM . II /12-28 /Leave/317/1374 dated 17-2-1976 
from the Accountant General, Kerala . 

ORDER 
According to Rule 118 Kerala Service Rules Part I when the leave 
sanctioning authority is not satisfied regarding the illness of an officer who 
applies for leave on medical grounds, he may secure a second medical 
opinion from a competentmedical authority prescribed therein . If theleave , 
sanctioning authority still has doubts about the , opinion of the higher 
medical authority the rules as they stand do not afford him any further 
opportunity to settle the doubt by making reference to a still higher medical 
authority . Similarly there is no provision to refer an officer on duty to any 
medical authority for expert medical opinion when the Head of office or the 
competent authority doubts his fitness for duty . Government have examined 
the question in detail and decided that suitable enabling provision may be 
incorporated in the rules. Government are therefore pleased to issue the 
following notification . 

NOTIFICATION 
S. R. O. No. 890 /76. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 ( 19 of 1968), read with section 

G. 1596 


2 


even 


3 thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby make the following amendments 
to the Kerala Service Rules,namely : - . 

AMENDMENT 
C. S. No. 301/76 . 
In Part I of the said rules, 

in rule 118 after sub- rule (b ), the following sub-rule shall be 
inserted , namely : 

" (c) If the authority competent to sanction leave has doubts about 
the second medical < pinion also he may refer the case to the Medical Board , 
constituted by the Director of Health Services on requisition " ., 

(ii) after rule 118 the following shall be inserted as rule 118 A , 
namely : 

“ 118 A. When the competent authority has genuine doubts about the 
fitness of an officer, it may refer him to a single man Medical Board or the 
standing Medical Board , for expertmedical opinion . If themedical report 
is that the officer is not physically fit or mentally sound , the officer may be 
deemed to have entered on eligible leave from the date of the medical report, 

f the officer does not put in a leave application . If he does not 
produce a certificate from the Medical Board that he is physically fit or 
mentally sound and has been cured of his illness within a period of five years 
from the date on which he was deemed to have entered on leave, he may be 
deemed to have retired on invalid pension . If the actual date of retire 
ment of the officer falls within this period of five years he shall retire on that 
date . 
Note: Eligible leave means leave due and admissible to an officer and 

the order of sanctioning this leave will be earned leave and 
half pay leave. If there is no eligible leave , Leave Without 
Allowance will be granted to regularise the period of absence." 

By order of the Governor, 

K. J. THOMAS, 

Deputy Secretary. 
Το 

The Accountant General, Kerala, Trivandrum . 
All Heads of Departments and Offices . 
All Departments and Sections of Secretariat . 
The Secretary, Public Service Commission (with C.L ) 
The Registrar High Court of Kerala (with C.L ) 
The Registrar University of Kerala / Calicut and Cochin (with CL) 
All Officers of the Secretariat. 
The Secretary to Governor . 
The Private Secretary to Chief Minister. 
The Private Secretaries to other Ministers. 
The Stenographer to Chief Secretary . 


) 


Kerala Gazette No. 34 dated 24th August 1996 
PARTI 


Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture (Forest General) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Ms. ) No. 282/76 /AD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 16th August 1976 . 
S. R. O. No. 891/76. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 26 
of the Kerala Forest Act, 1961 (4 of 1962), the Government of Kerala 
hereby direct that an area of one acre (0.404 hectare) of land comprised 
in Survey No. 451 ofNedumangad Village in Nedumangad Taluk forming 
part of Valiyamala Reserve which was constituted as Reserved Forest by 
notification published under section 18 of Travancore Forest Act II of 1068, 
at page 1278 of the Travancore Government Gazette No. 50 dated the 
10th December, 1907, and the details of the boundaries of which were speci 
fied with the speciil reference to the cairns erected , as per notification 
No. 743/ FMR dated the 14th July , 1914 published on the 21st July, 1914 
and more particularly described in the schedule below shall cease to be a 
Reserve Forest with effect from 31-8-1976 . 


SCHEDULE 
Name of block - Area given to Smt. N. Anandavalli Amma 
District - Trivandrum 
Taluk - Nedumangad 
Village--Nedumangad 
Area - 0.404 hectare 
Sy. No. - 451 
No. and date of G. O. sanctioning the transfer - G . O. (Ms.) 

198 /74 /AD. dated 31-7-1974 . 


SITUATION 
The above area is situated to the north of Forest land east of Registered 
land , south of cleared area and west of road passing through in Reserve 
Forest . 
North:-Starting from caim No. 1, which is situated at the north -west 

corner of the area, the boundary goes north - east for about 

100.6 m . to cairn No. 2 . 
East: - Thence almost south for about 47.00 m . passing cairn No. 3 10 

cairn No. 4 . 
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South :-Thence almost west for about 126.6 m . to cairn No. 5 . 
West:-Thence north - east for about 30.2 m . to cairn No. 1, the starting 

point of the area . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indi 
cate its general purport.) 
: In G.0 . ( Ms) No. 198/74| AD . dated 31-7-1974, sanction was accorded 
for the transfer of 1 acre of forest land comprised in Sy. No. 451 in Nedu 
mangad Village, Nedumangad Taluk , Trivandrum Di-trict to the Revenue 
Department for allotment to Smt. Anandavally Amma. This notification is 
intended to disreserve the said frrest land before banding over the same to 
the Revenue Department. 


ആക°oo 


എസ്. ആർ. 8 , നമ്പർ 891/ 76. - 1961 - ലെ കേരള വനം 
(1962 - ലെ 4 ) 26 -ാം വകുപ്പ് നൽകുന്ന അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച്, 
കേരള സർക്കാർ, നെടുമങ്ങാട്താലൂക്ക്, നെടുമങ്ങാട് വില്ലേജിലെ 451 എന്ന 
സർവ്വ നമ്പരിൽ 

ഉൾപ്പെട്ടതും 

വലിയ മല . റിസർച്ചിൽപെട്ടതും, 1907 
ഡിസംബർ 10 -ാം തീയതിയി ലെ 50 -ാം നമ്പർ തിരുവിതാംകൂർ സർക്കാർ 
ഗസററിൽ 1278-ാം പേജിൽ 1068- ലെ II- oം തിരുവിതാംകൂർ വനം ആക്ററ് 
18-ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ പരസ്യം മൂലം റിസർവ്വ് 
വനമാക്കപ്പെട്ടതു ം 1914ജൂലൈ 21 -ാം തീയതി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ 1914 
ജൂലൈ14 -ാം തിയതിയിലെ 743 എഫ്. എം . ആർ. എന്ന നമ്പർ പരസ്യ പ്രകാരം 
നാട്ടിയിട്ടുളള ജണ്ടകൾ പര്യേകമായി പരാമർശിച്ചുകൊണ്ട അതിരുകളുടെ 
വിശദവിവരങ്ങൾ പ്രത്യേകം പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുളളതും താഴെപട്ടികയിൽ കൂടുതൽ 
വിശദമായി വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഒരേക്കർ ( 0.404 ഹെക്ടർ) 

വിസ്തീർണ്ണ 
മുളള ഭൂമി 31-8-1976 മുതൽ റിസർവ്വ് വനം അല്ലാതായിത്തീരുന്നതാണെന്ന് 
ഇതിനാൽ നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നു . 


പട്ടിക 


ബ്ലോക്കിന്റെ പേര് - ശ്രീമതി എൻ, ആനന്ദവല്ലി അമ്മക്ക് നൽകി 
യിട്ടുളള സ്ഥലം 
ജില്ല തിരുവനന്തപുരം 
താലൂക്ക °-നെടുമങ്ങാട് 
വില്ലേജ - നെടുമങ്ങാട് 
വിസ്തീർണ്ണം -0.404 ഹെക്ടർ 
സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ 451 

കൈമാററം അനുവദിച്ചു " ക ക ര ണ്ടു ള ള ജി . ഒ .യുടെ നമ്പരും 
തീയതിയും - 31-7-1974- ലെ ജി , ഒ , എം . എസ്. 198/74| എ . ഡി . 
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കിടപ്പ്- മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ സ്ഥലം വനഭൂമിയുടെ വടക്കായും, രജിസ്ററർ 
ചെയ്ത ഭൂമിയുടെ കിഴക്കായും വെട്ടിത്തെളിച്ച സ്ഥലത്തിൻറ തെക്കായും 
റിസർവ്വ് വനത്തിലൂടെകടന്നുപോകുന്ന റോഡിന്റെ പടിഞ്ഞാറായും സ്ഥിതി 
ചെയ്യുന്നു . 
വടക്ക് - പസ്തുത സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ 

വടക്കു പടിഞ്ഞാറു മുലയിൽ 
സ്ഥിതിചെയ്യുന്ന 1 -ാം നമ്പർ ജഴായിൽ നിന്നാരംഭിച്ച് അതിന 
വടക്കു കിഴക്കോട്ട് ഏകദേശം 100.6 മീററർ 2 -ാം നമ്പർ ജണ്ടോയിലേക്ക് 

പോകുന്നു . 
കിഴക്കും അതിനുശേഷം മിക്കവാറും തെക്കാട്ട് ഏകദേശം 47.00 മീററർ 

പോയി 3 -ാം നമ്പർ ജണ്ടോ കടന്ന ° 4 -ാം നമ്പർ ജണ്ടായിലെത്തുന്നു . 
തെക്ക " - അ തിനുശേഷംമിക്കവാറും പടിഞ്ഞാറോട്ട് ഏകാശം 126.6 മീററർ 

പോയി 5 -ാം നമ്പർ ജണ്ടായിലെത്തുന്നു . 
പടിഞ്ഞാറ് = അതിനുശേഷം വടക്കു കിഴക്കോട്ട് ഏകദേശം 30,2 മീററർ 

പോയി പ്രസ്തുത സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ ആരംഭസ്ഥാനമായ 1 -ാം നമ്പർ 
ജണ്ടോയിലെത്തുന്നു . 


വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 


( ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമാകുന്നില്ല . എന്നാൽ അതിന്റെ പൊതു ഉദ° qാശം 
സൂചിപ്പിക്കാൻ ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചുള്ളതാണ്.) 

31-7-1974.6 ല ജി . ഒ, എം , എസ്. നമ്പർ 198/ 74 / എ ഡി പ്രകാരം 
തിരുവനന്തപുരം ജില്ല , നെടുമങ്ങാട് താലൂക്ക്, നെടുമങ്ങാട് വില്ലേജിലെ 
സർവ്വ നമ്പർ451 - ൽ ഉൾപ്പെട്ട ഒരേക്കർ വനഭൂമി ( ശീമതി ആനന്ദവല്ലിഅമ്മക്ക് 
നൽകുന്നതിനായി റവന്യൂ വകുപ്പിന് കൈമാററം ചെയ്യാൻ അനുമതി നൽകി 
യിരുന്നു . പ്രസ്തുത വനഭൂമി റവന്യൂ വകുപ്പിനെ ഏൽപ്പിക്കു ന്നതിനുമുമ്പ് 
അതിന റിസർച്ച് അല്ലാതാക്കുന്നതിനാണ് ഈ പരസ്യം കാണ്ടദ്ദഗി 
ക്കുന്നത്. 


By order of the Governor, 

K. K. GOPALAN, 
.10111 acretary. 


Kerala Gacette No. 34 dated 24th August 1976 
PART 1 


Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Food ( C ) Departmont 
NOTIFICATIONS 


I 


No. 8459 / C3/76 /Food . 

Datud , Trivandrum , 17th August 1976 . 
S. R. O. No. 892/76 . -Under clause 6 of the Kerosene (Fixation of 
Ceiling Prices) Order, 1970, the Government of Kerala hereby authorise 
all Officers of the Civil Supplies Department not below the rank of Taluk 
Supply Officers to exercise the powers under the said clause . 

Explanatory Note 
( This note is not part of the amendment but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

In order to ensure that the provisions of the Kerosene ( Fixation of 
Ceiling Prices) Order, 1970 , are not contravened , Government are of the 
opinion that officers of the State Civil Supplies Department have to be 
authorised to exercise the powers under clause 6 of the order and hence 
the Notification . 

TI 
S. R. O. No. 893/ 76. — Under clause 7 of the Kerosene (Fixation of 
ceiling prices) Order , 1970 , as amended by the Kerosene (Fixation of 
ceiling prices) 2nd amendment order, 1975 published under Notification 
GSR . No. 567 (E ) dated 29-11-1975 the Government of Kerala hereby 
authorise all Officers of the Civil Supplies Department not below the rank 
of Taluk Supply Officers/City Rationing Officers to exercise the powes 
under the said clause . 

Explanatory Note 
( This note is not part of the amendment but is intended to indicate its 
general purport) 

In order to ensure that the provisions of the Kerosene (Fixation of 
Ceiling Prices) Order, 1970 are not contravened , Government are of the 
opinion that Officers of the State Civil Supplies Deparment also have it be 
authorised to exercise the powers under clause 7 of the order and hence 
the Notification . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. P. GEORGE , 
Joint Secretary 
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Scetiva 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare G Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Ms.) No. 188 /76 /LA & SWD . Dated , Trivandrum , 11th August 1976 . 

S. R. O. No. 894/76. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
( 2) of section 13 of the Town Planning Act, 1108 (IV of 1108 ), the Govern 
ment of Kerala vary the scheme published under G.O. (MS) 133 /71/LAD 
dated the 28th August , 1971 and issued as S. R. O. No. 393/71 in the 
Kerala Gazette dated the 26th October, 1971 to the extent specified below , 
the same having been previously published as required under sub-rule( ii) of 
rule 71 of the Town Planning Rules, 1113. 


VALLATION 


The survey numbers the details ofwhich are given in the Appendix I 
to this notification shall be added to Form No. 9 and the survey numbers 
the details of which are given in the Appendix II to this notification shall 
be added in Form No. 1ğ of the Scheme book of the Town Planning Scheme 
for M. G.Road - l . 


By order of the Governor, 

S. KRISHNA KUMAR , 
Additional Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification, but is intended to indicate the 
general purport.) 

The location of the detailed Town Planning Scheme for Ernakulam 
Stadium is on the eastern side of the detailed Town Plaoning Scheme for 
M.G. Road I. The proposals for the construction of a new road starting 
from the point of Vellapilly building on the M. G. Road connecting it to 
the Stadium directly and that widening of the existing road connecting 
Shenoy s Junction on M.G. Road and the Kerala State Road Traasport 
Corporation Bus Station under the detailed Town Planning Scheme for 
Ernakulam Stadium will necessitate variation to the sanctioned scheme for 
M. G. Road. This notification is intended to achieve the above objcct. 
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Appendix 1 

FORM No. 9 
Land proposed to be acquired 
[Under Rule 37 (iii) of the Town Planning Rules ] 


Boundaries of land 


Extent 


Purpose 
for which 

to be 
acquired 

(1) 


Affected Descrip .. 

tion of 
Sy. Subdivi land 
No sion No. 


Name of ovner 

or occupi•r 


East South West North Acre Cent Hectare 


. (2 ) 


(3) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


. ( 7) 


( 8) 


( 9) 


(10 ) (11) 


(12 ) 


.. : 
623 


0 


61. 0.0263 


Stadium 
Road 
B1 Bi 


625 


1 


0 , 4 0.0162 


632 


Nam : of Village - Ernakulam 
Dry 

കൊപ്പാറമ്പിൽ * 623 625/1 : 1750 623 

കേശവപ്പെട്ട മകൻ 

അപ്പാരായപ്പെ് 
തെക്കേമുണ്ടശ്ശേരി 625/1 625/1 1699 623 

രാമക്ക മണി മകൾ 

പത്മാവതി 
3 എറണാകുളം 

1693 63213 63218 632/3 
തിരുമല ദേവസ്വ, 
8 

എറണാകുളം 632/3 632/8 M. G. 632,8 
തിരുമല ദേവസ്വം 

- . Road 
Wet പുറമ്പോക്ക് 525/1 

1699 6 632/3 

1700 
and 
diy 

പുറമ്പോക്ക് . 623 1699 632,3 1700 


0 


6 ] 0.0263 


632 


0 


12 " 0 , 0486 


13 


1699 


0 


2 0. 0:01 


, 


1700 


0 


21 0.0101 


Appendix II 


SCHEDULE IV 


FORM No. 10 


Land proposed to be reserved under section 3 ( K ) 

[Under Rule 37 ( iv ) of the Town Planning Rules] 


Approximate 


Remarks 


area 


SI. 
No. 


Purpose for 
which the 
area is to be 

reserved 


Present 
use 


Reference 
on map 


Locality 


Acre Cent Hectare 


(9 ) 


(8 ) 


(2 ) 


( 1) 


( 3) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


( 7 ) 


0 


52 


0.2023 


Road C. a . 


1 


In front of 

Shenoy s 
theatre 


Brown 

colour 
wash ( C - C ) 


Dy 
building 

sit : 


Parts of Sy . No. 1239, 

1709, 626 ani1232 of 
Ernakulam Village 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
THE KERALA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION (COMPOSITION AND 
CONDITIONS OF SERVICE OF MEMBERS AND STAFF ) 

REGULATIONS, 1957- AMENDMENT - ISSUED 


PUBLIC (SERVICES- D ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O.Ms. No. 283 /76 /PD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 12th August 1976 


NOTIFICATION 
S. R. O. No. 896 /76. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
article 318 of the Constitution of India , the Governor of Kerala hereby 
makes the following amendments to the Kerala Public Service Commission 
( Composition and Conditions of Service of Members and Staff) Regulations 
1957, namely : 

AMENDMENTS 
In the said Regulations : 
(1 ) in regulation 13, 

(i) in clause (1), for item (a ) the following item shall be substituted , 
nemely: 

" ( d ) for the payment of Travelling Allowance and Daily 

Allowance to aot more than two persons who are not officers 
under the State Government, and whose assistance is sought 
by the Commission in connection with the selection of per 
sonnel, at the usual rates prescribed by the Government, 
after classifying such persons as belonging to the first or 
second class according to his status, in the manner prescribed 
by the Government in general for the payment of Travelling 
Allowance and Daily Allowance to non -officials nominated 
to Councils, Boards and Committees constituted by the 

Government. 
(ii) for clause (2 ), the following clause shall be 

ted , 
namely : 
“ (2 ) The Commission may delegate to the Secretary, or any Deputy 

Secretary or Under Secretary / District Officer specified by 

the Commission in this behalf, the powers specified in 
G. 1630 
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Annexure IV to these regulations subject to the limitations 

specified therein " . 
(2 ) for Annexure I, the following shall be substituted , namely : 


" Annexure- I 


STAFF IN ADDITION TO THE SECRETARY IN THE OFFICE OF THE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

[See Regulation 12 (1)] 


Sl. No. 


Designation 


Scale of pay 
Rs . 


No. of posts 


950-1450 
710-1200 
495-835 
495-835 
495-835 
410-715 
285-550 
240-445 
465-775 
285-550 


3 
20 
43 

1 
1 
47 
78 
63 

4 
1 


7 


1 


Deputy Secretary 
2 Under Secretary /District Officer 
3 Section Officer 
4 Confidential Assistant to the Chairman 
5 Enquiry Officer 
6 Assistant : ( a ) Sr. Grade Assistant 

(b ) Assistant Grade I 
( c ) Assistant Grade II 

Office Superintendent 
8 

Cashier 
9 Typist : 

Senior Grade Typist 
( c) Lower Division Typist 
10 Stenographer 
11 Sergeant 
12 Binder 
13 Driver 
14 Attender 
15 Duplicator Operator 
16 Duffadar 
17 Peon 
18 Chowkidar 
19 Watcher 
20 

Gardener 
21 Sweeper cum Scavenger 
22 Sweeper 


410-715 
285-550 
240-445 
240-540 
330-575 
215-370 
215-370 
200-285 
200-285 
200-285 
196-265 
196-265 
196-265 
196-265 
196-265 
196-265 


10 
17 
16 
11 

1 
2 
1 
6 


2 


2 


The ratio teiween Senior Grade Assistant, Assistant Grade I and 
Assistant Grade II shallbe 3: 5 : 4 

The ratio between Senior Grade Typist, Upper Division Typist : 
Lower Division Typist shall be 3:5 :4 
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(3 ) in Annexure III, for clause I, the following shall be substituted , 
namely : 

“ 1. (a ) The Commission shall be the Authority competent to make 
appointments, promotions, and transfers in respect of the posts of Deputy 
Secretaries, Under Secretaries , Section Officers, Confidential Assistant to the 
Chairman and Enquiry Officer: 

(b ) The Secretary shall be the Authority competent to make 
appointments , promotions and transfers in respect of Class II O Ticer : other 
than those mentioned in clause ( a ) above : 

(c) One of the Deputy Secretaries/ Under Secretaries specified by the 
Commission shall be the authority competent to make appointments, pro 
motions and transfers in respect of Class III and Class IV Officers to the 
sanctioned posts under the Commission 

(d ) The District Officer in charge of each District office shall le 
competent to sanction leave not requiring substitute arrangements other 
than study leave, special disability leave and leave without llow.nces 
periods exceeding four months to the Class III and Class IV officers working 
in each District Office " ; 

(4 ) After Annexure III the following Annexure shall be inserted , 
namely : 


" Annexure IV 
[ Seo Regulation 13 ( 2 )] 


Si. 
No. 


Nature of power delegated 


Officer to whom 
delegated 

(2 ) 


(1 ) 


(3 ) 


1. Secretary 

(1 ) Provident Fund : 

To sanction temporary advances both in 

ordinary cas s and in cases requiring 
special sanction, and non-refundable with 
drawals, from Provident Fund to the 
members of the staff of the Commission 
specified in Annexure I to these regulations, 
subject to the provisions of the General 
Provident Fund Kerala ) Rules . 

..... 
WA ( 2) Advances : 

To sanction mosquito net advance and Cycle 
.....: 

Weitada ance subject to budget provision. 


( 1) 


( 2 ) 


. 


( 3 ) 
(3 ) Investigation sanction : 

To sanotion investigation of arrear claims 

except claims which cannot be verified by 
audit owing to the limited period of 

preservation or records. 
( 4 ) Medical reimbursement : 

To sanction all cases of reimbursement of 
medical expenses ofmembers of the staff 
of the Commission including Deputy 
Secretaries subject to the conditions of the 
Government Servants Medical Benefit 

Rules . 
(5 ) T. A. Bills : 

To countersign T. A. Bills of the Deputy 

Secretaries . 
(6 ) Law Charges: 

To incur expenditure on law charges. 
(7) Furniture : 

To sanction purchase of furniture without 
monetary limit subject to budget provision , 
and subject to the condition that the 
standards prescribed with regard to the 
items of furniture for each member of 

staff are followed . 
(8 ) Books: 

To sanction purchase of books without 

monetary limit subject to budget provisions. 
( 9) Stationery : 

To sanction local purchase of stationery 

articles up to Rs. 250 at a time subject to 

the annual limit of Rs. 2,500 
(10 ) Repair Charges : 

To sanction expenditure on repairs to motor 
vehicles by approved workshops up to 
Rs. 500 in each case without any annual 

limit. 
(11) Contingent Charges : 

To sanction expenditure on non -recurring 
contingent charges up to Rs. 1,000 in cach 
case subject to budget provisions. 


( 2 ) 


(3 ) 


. 


(12 ) Demurrage Charges : 

To sanction demurrage charges upto Rs. 25 

at a time. 
( 13) Telephone : 

To sanction shifting of Telephones . 
(14 ) Lease : 

To sanction auction sale of usufructs of trees 
and the lease of premises of the office of the 

Commission . 
( 15 ) Execution of agreements : 
(a ) To execute agreements in respect of 

advances sanctioned under schemes 
for the grant of house construction in 
the case of Class III and Class IV 

Officers . 
(b ) To execute assigninent and reassign 

ment of Insurance Policies offered as 

collateral security by Class III and 

Class IV Officers. 
( c) To execute release deeds in respect of 

properties mortgaged to Government 

by Class III and Class IV Officers . 
(d ) To execute agreements in respect of 

private buildings taken on rent for the 
use of Public Service Commission 

including District Offices. 
(1) Advertisement Charges : 

To sanction advertisernent charges without 
monetary limit subject to the rates 
approved by the Director of Public 

Relations. 
( 2 ) Bills : 
(a ) To draw Establishment pay Bills, 

Travelling Allowance Bills, Con 
tingent Bills and Provident Fund Bills 
relating to the office of the 
Commission . 


2. Deputy Secretary 


6 


(2 ) 


( 3) 
(b ) To draw bills for claims relating to 

refreshment charges, advertisement 
charges, Law charges, remuneration 
to examiners, supervision allowances 
to invigilators and 

honoraria to 
Officers attending interview boards of 

the Commission . 
(c) To countersign Travelling Allowance 

Bills of Class II Officers of the 
Department and Contingent Bills of 

the District Offices 
( d ) To authorise the Gazetted Officers of 

the State for the drawal of honoraria 
for the services rendered by them to 
the Commission as provided under 

Rule 18 K. T. C. 
(3 ) Provident Fund : 

To sanction temporary advances and non 

refundable withdrawals from the P. F. 
subject to a maximum of Rs. 500 at a 
time in cases not requiring special 

sanction . 
(4) Contingencies : 

To sanction non -recurring contingent 

expenditure upto Rs. 500 in each case 

subject to budget provision . 
(5 ) Stationery : 

To sanction purchase of stationery artieles 
locally in urgent and unforeseen cases upto 
Rs. 50 in each case subject to an annual 

limit of Rs. 250 
(6 ) Examination charges : 

To sanction honoraria to Examiners and 

Experts attending interviews of the 
Commission at the rates approved by 

Government from time to time. 
( 7) General : 

To exercise the powers vested with the Head 
of office with regard to the receipt and 
custody of Government money and to 
maintain proper accounts therefor. 
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( 1) 


(2 ) 


(3 ) 


(8 ) Medical Reimbursement : 

To sanction Medical Reimbursement upto 

Rs. 50 to Class III and IV Officers. 
( 1) Bills : 


3 . 


Under Secretary 
( District Officer) 


(a ) To draw Establishment Pay Bills and 

P. F. Bills of the respective Offices. 
(b ) To draw Contingent Bills relating to 

the District Office subject to budget 

provisions. 
(c ) To draw Travelling Allowance Bills of 

the officers in the District office 
subject to the condition that the sanc 
tion for the journey should be 

obtained from the Secretary . 
(2 ) Provident Fund : 

To sanction withdrawals from the Provident 
Fund Account of Class III and Class IV 
Officers working in the District Offices 
including non- refundable advance subject 
to a maximum of Rs. 500 in ordinary 

cases, 
(8) Stationery : 

To sanction local purchase of stationery 

article upto Rs. 10 at a time subject an 

annual limit of Rs. 50 . 
(4 ) Contingent Charges : 

To incur non -recurring Contingent charges 

upto Rs. 50 in each case subject to rules 
in the Kerala Financial Code and subject 

to budget provisions. 
(5 ) Miscellaneous: 

To incur expenditure on wages, rent, rates 

and taxes at the prescribed rates and 
subject to availability of funds." 

By order of the Governor, 
ZACHARIA MATHEW , 

Special Secretary. 
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Explanatory Note 
(This note is not part of the Notification , but is intended to indicate its 
general purport). 

According to regulation 13 (1) (d ) of the K. P.S. C. (composition & 
conditions of service of members & staff) Regulations, 1957, the Commission 
is competent to incur expenses for the payment of T. A. and D. A. only to 
one non-official at a timewhose assistance is sought by the Commission in 
connection with the selection of personnel to technical post/posts. But 
according to the rules of procedure of the Kerala Public Service 
Commission , the Commission can invite more persons if necessary. It has 
been decided to amend the regulation to enable the Commission to incur 
expenses towards T. A. and D. A. of two non -officials at a time. 

According to the Regulations, the administrative and financial powers 
connected with the working of the Commission rest with the Commission 
and part of the functions have been delegated to the Secretary, Kerala 
Public Service Commission. Consequent on the implementation of the 
scheme of decentralisation and introduction of the Additional Funetions Act, 
the work in the office of the Commission has increased considerably and the 
work of the Secretary has also consequently increased . In accordance with 
the proposals of the Public Service Commission it has therefore been decided 
to delegate certain financial and administrative powers to the other officers 
of the Public Service Commission . 

Regulation 12 (1) provides that the Commission may employ in addition 
to the Secretary, the staff specified in Annexure I to the Regulations. 
The existing Annexure I contains the pattern of staff as on 1-7-1973. In 
order to represent the full pattern of staff as it exists now , it has been 
decided that the Annexure I may be amended . 

This notification is intended to achieve the above objects. 


Το 


The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission 
"The Accountant General, Trivandrum 
The Finance Department 
The Public (Special- B ) Department 
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Corporation of Cochin 

NOTIFICATION 


R17-35298 /75 . 

9th August 1976 . 
It is hereby notified for the information of the general public that the 
Corporation Council has decided as per their Resolution No. 61 dated 
17-7-1976 to eliminate the following area from the area of Ernakulam 
Market . 
( 1) From Market Road eastward upto St. Thomas Church 

comprising survey numbers 1766 1767, 1770 of Ernakulam 

Village, Kanayannoor Taluk , Ernakulam District. 
(2) Ajea north of Market Road - Basin Road Junction upto 

Kurisupally comprising survey number 1830 of Ernakulam 

Village, Kanayannoor Taluk , Ernakulam District. 
A sketch of the area eliminated as above has been kept in the Corpora 
tion office which can be seen by any one interested during working hours . 


Corporation of Cochin , 

Cochin - 11. 


D. RAVI, 

Commissioner , 
Corporation of Cochir . 
(For and on behalf of the 

Corporation Council) 
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Department of National Employment Servics 
FINAL SENIORITY LIST OF LOWER DIVISION CLERKS (AS ON 1-1-1975 
No. Est. (2)-13818/75 . 

3rd Juno 1976 . 


Namc 


SI. 
No. 


Qualification 
General Special 


Date of 

birth 


Date of 
earliest 
effective 
advice 


Date of 
commen 
cement of 
service 


Remarles 


(1) (2 ) 
11 K. Alexander 


2 P. C. Kunhipaky 


A. Bharathan 


( 3 ) 

(5 ) (6 ) (7) (8 ) 
Intermediate MOP & 24-3-1111 5-5-1958 16-5-1958 

E.E. 

(PRO ) 
P. U.C. 14-5-1937 12-10-1960 24-10-1960 Left the 

department 

on 18 4-1972 
Intermediate ACC (L ) 

1-8-1935 24-10-1960 11-11-1969 Expired on 
MOP 

E - 10-1968 
B.A. 27-10-1937 11-8-1961 29-8-1961 Left the 

department 

on 1-2-972 
Intermediate 

23-3-1114 11-8-1961 28-8-1961 On long leave 
B.A. 

MOP ,, 23-1-1938 13-4-1962 7-5-1962 
ACC ( L ) 

E. E. (P ) 
S.S.L.O. MOP. 21-10-1933. 17-10-1962 7-12-1962 


4 Edmund Godfrey 

Jacob 


5 R. Jayarajan 
6 KS: Ismail 


7 K. K. Sudhakaran 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


(5 ) 


16 ) 


(7) 


B.A. 


12-5-1943 


12-1-1963 


8 K. M.Manikantan 

Nair 
9 K. P. Krishna Pillal 
10 N. Sabharathi Pillal 


24-4-1963 Lef: he 

department 
1-4-1963 
1-4-1963 


S.S.L.C. 
B. Com . 


12-1-1963 
12-1-1969 


14.1.1938 
MOP., 21-3-1112 
E. E , ( P ) 

and 
ACC ( L ) 

MOP 28-9-1997 


P.U.C. 


: 


11 P. E. Balachandra 

Kidavu 
12 K. Raghavan 
13 K. R. Ral krishnan 
14 V. V. Padmanabban 

Nair 


S.S.L.C. 
S.S.L.C. 
S.S.L.C .. 


МОР. 


26-5-1937 

7-6-1937 
1-6-1938 


12-1-1969 1.4-1963 left the 

repartint oa 

10-11-1968 
12-1-19631-4-1963 
12-1-1963 1-4-1963 
12-1-1963 1-4-1963 Left the 

department 

on 23-9-1969 
22-4-1963 24-6-1963 On other duty 


15 M.George 


S.S.L.C. 


MOP. 14. -1942 
ACC (L ) 

E.E. 
PRO . 
MOP 7-8-1939 

5-5-1941 


16 P. J. Johnson 
17. K.Madharan Neie 


B. A. 
S.S.L.O. 


8-7-1963 
1-1-1961 


7-10-1963 
10-8-1967 Left the 

department 

on 1-3-1971 
14-2-1964 


18 Jose Jacoh 


B.Sc. 


6-1-1964 


MOP. 90.3-1941 
ACC ( L ) 
& EE 
(PRO.) 
MOP. 6-10-1942 


19 P. J. Annama 


P. U.C. 


15-1-1964 


9-3-1964 


20.R. Gopalan 


S.S.L.C. 


14-5-1938 


15-1-1964 


20-4-1964 


MOP.. 
ACC ( T )/ 

E. E , 
(PRO .) 


21 R. Madhavan Nair 


B. Sc. 


15-4-1942 


18-1-1964 


9-9-1964 Left the 
. 

department 
8-7-1967 


S.S.L.O. 


MOP. & 
E. E. (P ) 


2-2-1941 


22 C. S. Parameswaran 

Pillai 
23 S. Syama Mona 


4-5-1964 


S.S.L.C. 


16-2-1941 


4 5-1964 


24 A. K. Abdul Larbeef 


8-7-196 + Left the 

department 
24.7.1964 


B.Sc. 


16-5-1944 


4-3-1964 


МОР. 
ACC ( L ) 
& ..È . 
( PRO . ) 


1 


25 N. K. Gopinathan 

Nair 


S.S.L.C. 


18-9-1938 28-10-1964 


26 V. K. Sarojini Asma 


B.Sc. 


3-11-1941 18-12-1964 


7-12-1964 Left th : 

department 

on 31-12-1970 
8-2-1965 · L - ſt the 

department 
27-1-1965 


27 M. J. baby George 


P.U.c. 


2 K. ? . Mohan Des 
29 P. A. Nar dan Achary 


. 


S.S.L.C. 
P.U.C. 


MOP. 24-2-1942 18-12-1964 
ACC ( T ) 
and E E. 
(PRO .) 
МОР. 1-3-1942 18-12-1964 
МОР. 16-5-1943 18-12-1964 

and 
EE . 
(PRO .) 
МОР. 19 5-1942 18-12-1964 

27-2-1-39 23-1-1965 


27-1-1963 
11-2-1965 


30 Tha LamLa Peter 
21 M. P. Cheria 


S. S. L. C. 
S.S.L.C. 


27-1-1965 
29-3 1965 


!) 


( 5 ) 


16 


( 7 ) 


( 8 ) 


( 3) 
S.S.L.C. 


32 K , Mohanan 


2-11-1942 


1-2-1963 


11-6-1965 . 


00 


MOP. 
► and 

E.E. 
( PRO .) 


39 K. Indira Bai 


10-11-1942 


1-2-1965 


B.Sc. 
B.Ed. 


7-4-1965 Left the 

department 

on 1-11-1971 
16-6-1963 


. 


34 K. K. Jochy 


S.S.L.C. 


6-3-1965 


MOP. 4-1 :-1944 
an E.E. 
(PRO .) 

10-2-1943 


35 K. A. Bharathy 


B.A. 


19-4-1965 


96 K. A. Lohithakshan 


S.S L.C. 


S - 1-1937 


19-4-1965 


11-6-1965 Left the 

department 
14-6-1965 Left the 

department 
24-4-1967 
1-4-1967 
4.4.1967 


37 G. Vamana Shenoy 
38 I. A Bhaskaran 
99 M.K. Ab -iu ! Vaheed 


- S.S.L.C. 

B.Sc. 
P.U.C. 


40 Litde Flower Morais 


B.A. 
B.Ed. 


1-9-1967 


MOP . 2-12-1945 13-10-1966 
MOP. · 15-3-1944 22-1-1967 
MOP 30-12-1912 22-1-1967 

E E. 
(PRO ) 

and 
ACC ( L ) 
MOP., 18-2-1942 24-2-1967 

E.E. 
(PRO ) 

and 
ACCXL ) 
MOP ., 19-5-1946 18-3-1967 
IE.E. 
( PRO .) 

and 
ACC. ( L ) 


K. Vijayan 


P.U.C. 


4-9-1967 


42 E. Hameed 


S.S.L.C. 


.. 


43 T. S. Sreedevi 
44 K. Krishnankutty 


B.A. 
S.S.L.C. 
Std . Test 


Nair 


45 P. K. Radhamma 


B.Sc. 


46 Basheer, A. 


S.S.L.C. 


1-6-1949 12-5-1967 7-8.1967 Left the 

department op 

23-9-1969 
MOP , 20-5-1946 28.8-1967 28-10-1967 
MOP . 7-4-1925 

Hewas Artes 
der in the 
department 
prior to 

20-11-1967 
МОР. 18-5-1947 11-1-1968 4-3-1968 
ACC . ( L ) 
and E.E. 
(Pro.), 
19-5-1945-8-2-1963 * 4-1968 Left the 

department 

on 4-11-1969 
MOP. 20-3-1947 8-2- 1968 25-3-1968 
and E.E. 
(Pro ) 
MOP. 22-12-1938 9-8-1968 90-1.1969 
25-1-1915 9-8-1968 28-1-1969 Left the 

department on 

20-1-1970 
3-6-1946 11-12-1968 4-2-1969 Left the 

department op 

3-5-1969 
18-5-1943 19-2-1969 

Left the 
department on 
19-9-1970 


47 C.Many Amra 


B.A. 
B.Ed. 


48 Harrison Miranda 
49 N. J. Mathew 


S.S.L.C. 
S.S.L.C. 


50 P. V. Chandran 


S.S.L.C. 


51 K. P. Karunakaran 


S.S.L.C. 


(1 ) 


( 2 ) 


( 3) 


(4 ) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(7 ) 


( 8 ) 


82 T. K. Maniyan Pillai 


S.S.L.C. 


15-8-1107 


MOP . 
Type 
writing 

(L ) 


1-10-1969 Appointment 

by inter 
departmenta) 
transfer from 
Social Welfare 

Board 
26-9-1969 do . 
2-3-1970 
-3-1970 


- 


59 P.M. Saraswathy 
54 J. George 
55 K. V. Ramanujan 

air 


$ . S. L. C. 
S.S.L.C. 
P.U.C. 


МОР. 
MOP. 
МОР. 
and 
E.E 


9-10-1937 

4-5-1913 
13-5-194 % 


9-8-1969 
9-8-1969 


(Pro ) 


1 


56 V , Rajasekharau 


B.Sc. 


57 P. Sreenivasan 
58 Elizabeth , J.Morrels 
59 P. Sreedharan 


B.A. 
B.A. 
S.S.L.C. 


-16-5-1947 2-4-1970 26-8-1970 Lelt the 

department 
MOP. 6-10-1944 2-4-1970 25-6-1970 
MOP. 90-10-1945 7-7-1970 4.9-1970 
MOP. 16-12-1947 14-10-1970 10-3-1971 
E.E. 
(P.o.) 

and 
ACC. (L ) 

31-10-1948 21-10-1970 9-3-1971 
19-6-1938 21-10-1970 16-3-1971 Left the 

department 

13-3-1972 
21-9-1947 21-11-1970 , 10-3-1971 

26-3-1944 21-11-1970 15-3-1971 
MOP, 27-11-1948 21-11-1970 12-3.1971 

2-7-1941 21-11-1970 8-3-1971 


! 


60 2.G. Mohan Raj 
61 P.31. Isaac 


S. S. L. C. 
B.A. 


62 K. Kunjimona 
63 V. V. George 
6+ S. Kamala Devi 
65 K. P. Ravi Varma 

Thirumulpad 


S.S.L.C. 
B.Sc. 
B.A. 
B.A. 


66 L. Saraswathy Amma 
67 V J. Sebastian 
68 K. Sasidbaran 


P.D.C. 
B.Com . 
B.A. 


MOP, 27-12-1948 21-11-1970 
МОР. 24-8-1944 21-11-1970 

10-1-1949 21-11-1970 


69 K , P. Vargheses 


S.S.L.C. 


91-8-1944 21-11-1970 


13-5-1971 
10-3-1971 
15-3-1971 Left the 

department 
8-3-1971 Aprointed by 

interdepart. 

mental transfer 
9-3-1971 
15-3-1971 


70 K.K. Meena 
71 C. S.Nirmala Dev ! 


S. S. L , a 
B.A., 
B.Ed. 


27-9-1947 21-11-1970 
13.9-1944 21-11-1970 


R OP. 
МОР. 

E.E. 
(Pro .) 

and 
ACC. (L ) 


S.S.L.C 


14-1-1949 21-11-1970 


92 G. Jayaprakash 
73 P. A. Seethalekamy 


15-3-1950 16-12-1969 


МОР. 
E.E. 


S.S.L.C. 

ard 
T. W. (H ) 

and 
S. H. ( L ) 
B.A. 


24-3-1971 Left the 

department 
21-1-1971 Appointed by 

inter depart. 
mertal transfer 
( Clerk - Typist) 


(Prod 


ACC . ( L ) 


21-9-1947 15. 


74 B. Sures.dra Prabho 


15-5-1971 9-8-1971 Left the 

department op 

25-10-1971 
4-7-1971 13-10-1971 Left the 

departmen 
16-8-1971 27-9-1971 


B.Sc. 


17-5-1950 


75 P. N. Mulapped 

Sherief 
76 M.O.Mathai 


B.A. 


MOP., 21-5-1948 
E.E. 
(P10 ) 

and 
ACC . ( L ) 

20-9-1950 


77. S. Sundareywaran 


S.S.L.O. 


16-8.1971 19-10-1971 


(3 ) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(1) (2 ) 
78 S. Rathikutty Ampa 


B.Sc. 


МОР. 


5-3-1:346 


(7 ) (8 ) 
16-10-1971 Appointed by 

inter departo 

mental transfer 
26-11-1971 


79 K. Saradamony 


B.A. 


12-9-1943 


MOP 
ACC. ( T ) 
Lower 


S.S.L.C. 


2-12-1971 


80 P. Kuajikrishnan 
81 P. Janardhanan Nair 
82 A. Piraviperunal 

Pillai 


S.S.L.C. 


MOP. 


22-5-1941 25-10-1971 
4-5-1951 8-2-1972 
3-6-1947 B -2-1972 


23-4-1972 
26-4-1972 


B.Sc. 


МОР. 
E.E. 
(pro.) 

and 
ACC . ( L ) 
MOP. 


OS 


83. R. & . Rajeevas 


Pre-degree 


3-2-1951 


90-1-1973 


3-2-1973 Appointuent 

as per G.O. 
(Rt ) 260/731 
PD . dated 
13-1-1973 read 
with letter No. 
4427 /SSI/ 73/ 
PD . dated 
30-1-1973 
1 heir ranking 
is as per G.O. 
(MS) 85 / 15 / 
PD cated 
3-5-1975 . 


84 A. K. Ushakumari 


B.Sc. 


15-2-1951 


95 


.1187 


MOP. 

and 
ACC. (L ) 

MOP 


S.S.L.C. 


26-5-1952 


85 K. B. Padmaja Devi 
86 P. K.Sankarankutty 

Noir 


B.Sc. 


MOP. 


30-5-1952 


93 


ACC . 


B.A 


MOP. 


28-4-1947 


87 B. Radhamma 
88 K. Sasidharan 


9 : 


3-2-1973 

I eft the 
Department on 

21-4-1975 
5-2-1973 As at SI. 

No. 83 


89 T. K. Sivadasan 


P. D.C. 


MOP 


8-3-1947 


30-1-1973 


90 P. Subramoni 

(Supernumerary ) 


P. D. C. 


11-7-1951 


3-2-1973 As at SI. 83 . 

continue as a 
supernumer 


ary 


91 P. N. Madhava? 

Kaima ! 


B.Sc 


5-2-1973 Left the 

Department 
on 21-4-1975 


92 P. N. Krishnamma 


B. Sc. 


93 E Ja tin 


5-2-1973 Left the 

Department 

on 7-1-1975 
5-2-1973 As at Sl.No.83 

Let the 
Department 
on 4-12-1975 


(2 ) 


(3 ) 


( 4 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(7 ) 


(8 ) 


94 V. K. Chandra Bose 


30-1-1973 


3-2-1973 Appoint 
ment 

as por G.O. 
(Rt.) 260/ 73/PD dated 
13.1-1973 read with 
lettos No. 
4427/SS1/73/PD dated 
30-1 1973. Their 
ranking is as per 
G. O. (MS) 85 /75 /PD 
dared 3-5-1975. Left 
the Deparment 
7-1973 


on 


10 


95 John K.George 


do . 
Left the 
Department 
on 10-7-1973 


96 C : G. John Rose 


B. Sc. 


12-5-1952 


26-2-1973 As at SI. 

No. 89 


97 V. J. Abraham 


B. A. 


MOP 


26-9-1949 


26-2-1973 


do . 
Left the 
D -partment 
on 24-9-1975 


98 E. Rajan 


26-2-1973 


do . 


99 T. A. Mohammed 


do . 


B. A. 
S. S. L. C. 
S. S. L. C. 


MOP 
MOP 
MOP 


1-6-1948 
20-6-1943 
22-4-1949 


28-7-1971 
4-7-1972 


100 N. Krishnankutty 
101 M. Syamala Devi 
102 K. Rajendra Prasad 
103 K. Sukumaran 
104 Gracy Joseph 
105 N. Jayaprakash 
116 P. Neelakantan Nair 
107 N. Sukumaran 
108 P. A. Beena 


MOP 
MOP 


S. S. L. C. 
B. A. 
S. S. L. C. : 
S. S. L. C. 
S.S.L.C. 
S.S.L.C. 


29-4-1944 

1-4-1948 
20-4-1944 
19-8-1949 
16-5.1951 
19-8-1953 


23-8-1971 
10-3-1971 

7-2-1970 
19-4-1971 


МОР 
MOP 
MOP 


do . 


Appointment 
25-5-1973 by 
29-5-1973 interdepart 
1-6-1973 mental 

transfer 
2-6-1973 do . 
4-6-1973 do . 
5-6-1973 do . 
11-6-1973 do . 
16-6-173 
2-7-1973 Appointment 
as per G. O. RT . 
751/73/LBR dated 

23-6-1973 
17-8-1973 Appointment 

by Inter 
departmental 

transfer 
17-9-1973 Appointment 

by Inter 
departmental 

transfer 
14-1-1974 
11-2-1974 
16-1-1974 


109 M. Samshudeen 


16-2-1912 


10-9-1970 


B. A. 

MOP 
ACC . ( L ) & 

E. E. ( PRO ) 
S.S.L.C. 


110 S. Sivadas 


10-2-1941 


26-9-1972 


B.A. 
M.A. 
B. A. 


7-3-1939 21-11-1973 
9-9-1950 
25-5-1949 


91 


2 


111 A. Jayaraj 
112 N. M. Abdulla 
113 P. R. Varadarajan 

Nair 
114 K. P. Jastin 
115 A.G. Poulose 
116 B. V. Balakrishnan 
17 Saramma Matbai 
118 S. Sivaprusad 
119 P. S. Prasad 


:::1:: 


» 


B. A. 
M.Sc . 
B. A. 
B.A. 
P.D.C. MOP 
S.S.L.A. MOP., E.E. 

( Pro . New ) 


29-5-1952 
12-5-1950 
1-6-1948 
6-9-1950 
23-5-1948 23-11-1973 
5-1-1952 


99 


10-1-1974 

1-2-1974 
14-1-1974 
14-1-1974 
9-1-1974 
14-1-1974 


(2 ) 


(3 ) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(7 ) 


(8 ) 


120 Sebu Thomas 
121 Prakash Sreedhar 


B.Sc. 
M. A. 


24-4-1947 23-11-1973 
5-3-1948 


16-1-1974 
27-12-1973 


MOP 
MOP. 
E.E. (Pro . 

(New ) 
MOP 


B. A. 


14-10-1947 


14-1-1974 


1 ) 


122 P. N. Seedhara 

Kaimal 
123 S. Radha 
124 K. V.Madhavan 


7-1-1948 
5-6-1948 


31-1-1974 
28-1-1974 


125 C. Mohan med 


1-7-1950 


22-1-1974 


. 


10 


S.S.L.C. MOP 
B. Sc . 

MOP & 

ACC (L ) 
B. Sc. МОР. 

EE . Pro . 

(New ) 
S.S.L.C. 
3. A. MOP 
S.S.L.C. MOP 
S.S.L.C. МОР 
B. A. 
B. Sc. MOP 
S.S.L.C. МОР 
Pre-degree 


97 


126 K. Ravindran 
127 M.D. Kanakan ma 
128 C.K. Abdul Latheef 
129 K. Pavil bran 
130 M. M. Markose 
131 K. Divakarakurup 
132 P. V. Unnikrishnan 
133 G. Raveendran 


9 


1-7-1948 
26-4-1948 
10-7-1950 
15-9-1948 
15-3-1948 
18-1-1950 
12-4.1950 
8-10-1950 


33 


4-12-1973 11-2-1974 

25-2-1974 
. 

15-1-1974 

18-1-1974 
17-1-1974 1-3-1974 

21-3-1974 
11-3-1974 
11-3-1974 Left the 

Deparıment on 

10-7-1974 
Appointment as per G. O. (P ) 

126/75 dated 18-6-1975. 
Left the Department on 
4-9-1975. 


9 ) 


27 


134 


ander 


135 P. A. Chinna 


S.S.L.C. 


MOP 


2-3-1948 


/ 


136 P. K. Prabhavathy 


B. A. 


27-12-1945 


6-1-1973 P. H. Person 

appointment vide 
Government Circular 
No. 20845/ PD5/ 74 /PD 
dated 29-4-1974 
8-1-1973 P. H. person 
appointment vide 
Government Circular 
No. 20845 PD5 /74 /PD 

dated 29-4-1974 
9-10-1974 . do . 
10-10-1974 do. 


2-6-1949 
27-5-1949 


137 A. K. Ramak, ishnan S.S.L.C. 
138 K. Krishnan 

B.Sc. 
Namboodiri 
139 C. K. Sarasamma Pre-degree 
140 V. P. Chandran M.A. 
141 Abdul Rebiman Pre-degree 

Kunju 


» 


99 


142 S. Ravindran Nair 
143 N. Abdul Rasheed 
144 P. N.Narayanan 

Namboodiri 


B.A. 
S.S.L.C. 
Pre-University 


19-4-1945 18-1-1974 21-3-1974 Deceased on 

17-3-1975 
16-3-1952 

15-7-1974 
4-5-1948 

.. 11-3-1974 Left the 

Department on 

13-2-1975 
22-3-1946 

25-3-1974 
17-5-1948 29-1-1974 

7-3-1974 
5-11-1941 

12-3-1974 Appointment 

as per G.O. (MS) 

15 /746/LBR . dt. 
. : 27-2-1974 . 
7-5-1974 Appointment 
by Inter -departmental 
transfer. Left 

the 
Department on 

8-8-1974 
10-11-1943 27-4-1974 16-7-1974 Special 

recruitment 


145 T. A. Thomas 


116 A. Padmanabhan 


S. S. L. C. 


(1) 


( 2) 


(3 ) 


(4 ) 


(5 ) 


(6 ) 


(7 ) 


(8 ) 


. 


147 T. Kurumba 


S.S.L.C. 


.. 


148 T. P. Kunhukuttan 
149 V. Kothelan 
150 P. Karunakaran 
151 P. K. Radha 
152 K. Saleem 
153 P.J.Mathew 
154 T. K. Lalitha Bai 


S.S.L.C. 
S.S.L.C. 
Pre-degree 
B. A. 
B. Sc. 

29 
B. Sc. , 
B. Ed . 


15-5-1953 21.6-1974 26-9-1974 Special 

recruitment 
4-3-1948 8-7-1974 3-9-1974 do . 
15-6-1945 

7-9-1974 do . 
15-4-1950 11-9-1974 3-10-1974 do . 
15-3-1953 12-9-1974 21-10-1974 do . 
10-5-1952 20-9-1974 21-10-1974 
10-10-1953 

15-10-1974 
21-7-1947 14-10-1974 30-10-1974 Appointment 

as per G. 0. (MS) 
28 /EA /74 dated 

29-5-1974 
11-5-1952 23-10-1974 12-11-1974 Resigned on 

25-8-1975 
15-4-1952 15-11-1974 7-12-1974 


155 S. Damodaran 


B. A. 


S. S. L. C. 


156 P. C. Karunakaran 

Nambiar 
157 K. Ramachandran 

Nair 


B. Sc. 


31-5-1948 16-11-1974 30-11-1974 Appointment 

as per G.O. Ms. 
28/EA /74 dated 

29-5-1974 
20-1-1948 31-12-1974 22-1-1975 do. 

Left the Department 
on 1-2-1975 


158 M. S. Raman 


B. Sc. 


N.D.MADHAVAN NAIR , 
Administrative Officer for Director of Employment. 
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Cochin Port Trust 

NOTIFICATION 
No P2/6047 76 . 

7th August 1976 . 
The following draft regulations which the Cochin Port Trust Board 
proposes to make to amend the Class I Officers of the Cochin Port Trust 
(Acceptance of Employment after Retirement) Regulations, 1973, in exercise 
of the powers conferred by Section 28 of the Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 
(38 of 1963), read with Section 124 of that Act, are hereby published for 
the information of persons likely to be affected thereby. Notice is hereby 
given that the draft will be taken up for consideration on 15-9-1976. Any 
objection or suggestion which may be received by the Port Trust Board 
with respect to the draft on or before the date so specified , shall be taken 
into consideration by the Port Trust Board . 

AMENDMENT 
1. (a ) These regulations may be called the Class I Officers of the 
Cochin Port Trust (Acceptance of Employment after Retirement) 
Amendment Regulations, 1976 . 

(b ) They shall come into force on the date of their publication 
in the official gazette . 

2 . In the Class I Officers of the Cochin Port Trust (Acceptance of 
Employment after Retirement) Regulations, 1973 

( a ) for clause (b ) of regulation 2, the following clause shall be 
substituted : 
" (b ) Competent Authority shall mean the Chairman for the 

purpose of these regulations." 

(b ) for clause (d ) of sub-regulation (4 ) of regulation 3, the following 
clause shall be substituted : 
" (d ) The proposed employment is not of a thoroughly reputable 

kind . 
Note 1 : Employment involving contract or liaison work with the 

Board will not be considered as employment of a thoroughly 

reputable kind. 
Note 2 : The reputation of the firm which offers employment will 

also be taken into account while granting permission . For 
instance , the fact firm is black - listed by Government 
will be one of the factors, which will render the employment 
to be considered as not being of a thoroughly reputable 

kind . 
Cochin - 3 . 

M.J. KURIAN , 

Secretary . 
Eg . 2155 /V . 


" 
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Trivandrum Town Planning Trust 
NOTICE OF SUBMISSION OF DRAFT SCHEME 

[Under section 12 (2 ) of the Town Planning Act, 1108.] 
(Under Rule 45 of the Travancore Town Planning Rules, 1113 ) 

It is hereby notified that the draft schemeapproved by the Trivandrum 
Town Planning Trust in resolution No. IV dated 28-5-1976 under section 
12( 2 ) of the Town Planning Act, 1108 for the area described in the 
schedule below has been submitted to Government through the Secretary , 
Board of Revenue and the Chief Town Planner on 12-8-1976 . 

SCHEDULE 
DETAILED TOWN PLANNING SCHEME FOR THE AREA PROPOSED FOR THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF A SUB-CENTRE (SHOPPING CENTRE) AT THE 
TERMINAL OF THE NEW VELLAR ROAD IN THE KOVALAM 

VIZHINJAM DEVELOPMENT AREA 
Boundaries : 

North : Survey Nos. 1, 8 , 15 and 89 of Thiruvallam Village. 
East : Survey Nos. 90 and 91 of Thiruvallam Village. 
South : Survey Nos. 389 (part) of Kottukal Village 
West : Arabian sea . 

Extent : 17.702 hectares. 
Survey Numbers 

The following survey numbers of Kottukal Village in Neyyattinkara 
Taluk are included in the scheme. 
Kottukal Village : 

389 ( part), 390, 391, and 392. 


Office of the Trivandrum 
Town Planning Trust, 
Kaudiar, Trivandrum -3, 

12-8-1976 . 


N. CHANDRABHANU , 
Chief Secretary to Government & 

Chairman, 
Trivandrum Town Planning Trust. 


G |78V 


Reg . No. EL TV / 12 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works ( Transport B ) Department 

I 
NOTIFICATIONS 


( 1 ) 
No. 45475 /TB2 /76 /PW . 

Dated, Trivandrur; 18th August 1976 . 
Whereas in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (1) of Article 258 
of the Constitution , the President has in Notification No. 2 /4 /63 /Judl. II 
dated 31-5-1963 entrusted the Government of Kerala with their consent the 
functions of the Central Government under the Kerala Land Acquisition 
Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962) in relation to the acquisition of lands for the 
purposes of the Union , in the Kerala State ; 

And whereas it appears to the Government of Kerala that the lands 
specified in the Schedule below are needed or are likely to be needed for a 
public purpose to wit, for doubling rail track between [ulloorkara and 
Wadakkancherry notice to that effect is hereby given to all whom it may 
concern , in accordance with the provisions of section 3 (1) of the said Act. 

Under sub- section (4 ) of section 19 of the said Act, the Government 
direct that in view of the urgency of the case , the provisions of section 5 of 
the Act shall not apply to this case . 

Broomnejsm 258-5. walaº 1-0 . cum worros Moddogs mwao 
ങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് രാഷ്ടപതി, യൂണിയൻ 81u,വശ്യങ്ങൾക്കായി കേരള 

33/3481/MC 


2 , 


സംസ്ഥാനത്ത്ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നത് സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം 1961 ലെ 
കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ്ആക്റ് (1962- ലെ 21-ാം ആക ) പ്രകാരം കേര 
നമ്പർ പരസ്യപ്രകാരം കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറിനെ, ആ ഗവൺമെൻറിൻറ് സമ്മത 
ഗവൺമെൻറിൻറെ പ്രവൃത്തികൾ 31,563 തീയതിയിലെ 2/4/63IJult. 
ത്തോടുകൂടി, ഭരമേൽപ്പിച്ചിരിക്കയാലും; 

താഴെകാണിച്ചിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി ഒരു പൊതുക്കാ 
ര്യത്തിന് അതായത്മുള്ളൂർക്കരക്കും വടക്കാഞ്ചേരിക്കും ഇടയ്ക്ക് റെയിൽവേ 
പ്പാത ഇരട്ടിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിന് ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്നോ ആവശ്യമുണ്ടാകാനിടയുണ്ടെന്നോ 
കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറിന് തോന്നുന്നതിനാലും, അതിനുള്ള നോട്ടീസ് അതു 
സംബന്ധിക്കുന്ന എല്ലാപേർക്കും ടി ആക്ററ് 3 (1) എന്ന 

വകുപ്പിലെ 
വ്യവസ്ഥകളനുസരിച്ച് ഇതിനാൽ നൽകിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

ടി ആക°5° 19 ( 4) എന്ന വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഗവൺമെന്റ് സംഗതിയുടെ 
അടിയന്തിരസ്ഥിതിയെ പരിഗണിച്ച് 5 -ാം വകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ ഈ 
കേസ്സിൽ ബാധകമല്ലെന്ന് നിർദേശിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു . 


SCHEDULE 


District- Trichur. 
Taluk - Talappilly. 

Village - Mulloorkara . 
( The extent given is approximate) 
SL. Survey Description 

Extent in 
No. No. 

Hectare 
16/1 part f Dry 

0.004-0 

0.0476 
3 

Wet 

0.01.20 
4 

Dry 

0.0250 


290/1 part 
29113 part 
293 2 part 


Total 


0.0886 


(2 ) 


No. 28421 / TB2|76|PW. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 18th August 1976 . 
Whereas in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (1 ) of Article 258 
of the Constitution , the President has in Notification No. 2/4 /63/Judl. II 
dated 31-5-1963 eritrusted the Government of Kerala with their consent 
the functions of the Central Government under the Kerala Land Acquisition 
Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962), in relation to the acquisition of lands for the 
purposes of the Union in the Kerala State; 

And whereas it appears to the Government of Kerala that the land 
specified in the schedule below are needed or are likely to be needed for a 
public purpose , to wit for doubling rail track between Pudukad and 


3 


Irinjalakuda. Notice to that effect is hereby given to all whom it may 
concern , in accordance with the provisions of section 3 (1) of the said Act. 

Under sub-section ( 4) of section 19 of the said Act, the Government 
direct that in view of the urgeacy of the case , the provisions of section 5 
of the Act, shall not apply to this case. 


ഭരണഘടന 258 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1 ) -ാം ഖണ്ഡത്താൽ നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാര 
ങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് രാഷ്ടപതി യൂണിയന്റെ ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കായി കേരള 
സംസ്ഥാനത്ത് 

ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതു 

സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം 
1961 - ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്ററ് ( 1962 - ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്ററ്) 
പകാരം കേന്ദ്ര ഗവൺമെൻറിൻറെ പ്രവൃത്തികൾ 31.5.1963 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 
2| 4| 63 Judl. II-ാം നമ്പർ പരസ്യ പ്രകാരം കേരള ഗവൺമെന്റിനെ ആ ഗവൺ 
മെൻറിൻറെ സമ്മതത്തോടുകൂടി ഭരമേൽപ്പിച്ചിരിക്കയാലും; 

താഴെ കാണിച്ചിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി ഒരു 
ക്കാര്യത്തിന അതായത്, പുതുക്കാടിനും ഇരിങ്ങാലക്കുടക്കും 

ഇടയ്ക്ക് 
റെയിൽപാത ഇരട്ടിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിന് ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്നോ, ആവശ്യമുണ്ടാകാനിട 
യുണ്ടെന്നോ കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറിന് തോന്നുന്നതിനാലും അതിനുള്ള നോട്ടീസ 
അതു സംബന്ധിക്കുന്ന എല്ലാവർക്കും ടി ആക്ററ് 3 (1 ) എന്ന വകുപ്പിലെ 
വ്യവസ്ഥകളനുസരിച്ച് ഇതിനാൽ നൽകിയിരിക്കുന്നു. 

മേൽ ആക്ററ് 19 (4 ) എന്ന വകുപ്പ് പ്രകാരം ഗവൺമെൻറ് സംഗതിയുടെ 
അടിയന്തിരസ്ഥിതിയെ പരിഗണിച്ച് 5 -ാം വകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ ഈ 
കേസ്സിൽ ബാധകമല്ലെന്ന് നിർദ്ദേശിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു. 


SCHEDULE 


Taluk. - Mukundapuram. 


District. Trichur. 


Village. - Parapookkara . 


( The extent given is approximate ) 


Serial 
No. 


Description 


Survey No. 


Extent in 
Hectare 


+ 


Dry 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


56/1 Part 
5612 Part 
59/3 Part 


0.0160 
0.0050 
0.0750 


- 23 


Wet 


Total 


0.0960 


4 


II 


ERRATUM TO DRAFT DECLARATION 


No. 47597/ TB2/76/PW. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 21st August 1976 . 
In the schedule to the declaration under section 6 of the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962) approved in Government s letter 
No. 16750/ TB2 /75 /PW dated 30-4-1975 and published at page No. 2 in 
Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 226 dated 7-5-1975 in respect of the 
acquisition of crossing station at Veli Halt between Kazhakkuttom and 
Pettah in Kadakampally Village, Trivandrum Taluk, Trivandrum District. 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം ജില്ലയിൽ തിരുവനന്തപുരം: താലൂക്കിൽ കടകംപളളി 
വില്ലേജിൽ കഴക്കൂട്ടത്തിനും പേട്ടയ്ക്കും ഇടയ്ക്ക് വേളിയിൽ ഒരു 
( കാസസിംഗ് സ്റേറഷൻ നിർമ്മിക്കുന്നതിന് ആവശ്യമുളള സ്ഥലം 
പൊന്നുവിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്ന കാര്യത്തിൽ 1961 - ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ 
ആക്ററ് ( 1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക° ററ്) 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഗവൺമെൻറിൻറ 

0-4-1975 - ലെ 16 75 0/ TB 2/PW നമ്പർ ഉത്തരവു പ്രകാരം 1-5-1975 - ലെ 
226 -ാം നമ്പർ അസാധാരണ ഗസററിൽ 2 -ാം പേജിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധം ചെയ്ത 
പട്ടികയിൽ 


SCHEDULE 


Sl. No. 


S) . No. 


Sub . No. 


Description 


Extent 
A , Sq.m. 


For 


| 


2623 


1 77 ] A - 1 

771A3 


Dry 


3 


46 40 
16 | 20 


3 


- 5 


Read 


3 


2623 


77B 


Dry 


26 


29 


By order of the Governor, 

N. R. AUGUSTINE , 
Joint Secretary to Government. 
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